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REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE 


THURSDAY,  MARCH  11,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Department 

Operations  and  Nutrition, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room 
1300,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Charles  W.  Stenholm 
(chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Dooley,  English,  Glickman,  Bishop, 
Volkmer,  Clayton,  Holden,  Lambert,  Smith,  Emerson,  Gunderson, 
Allard,  Barrett,  Ewing,  Kingston,  and  Canady. 

Also  present:  Representative  E  (Kika)  de  la  Garza,  chairman  of 
the  committee  and  Representative  Pat  Roberts,  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee. 

Staff"  present:  Gary  R.  Mitchell,  minority  staff  director;  William 
E.  O'Conner,  Jr.,  minority  policy  coordinator;  John  E.  Hogan,  mi- 
nority counsel;  Dale  Moore,  minority  legislative  coordinator;  Glenda 
L.  Temple,  clerk;  Stan  Ray,  Joe  Dugan,  Perri  D'Armond,  Rob 
Wight,  and  Peter  Thomson. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  W.  STENHOLM,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Gk)od  morning.  The  hearing  will  come  to  order. 
Today  this  subcommittee  begins  a  review  of  the  structure  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  in  an  ongoing  effort  to  ensure  an 
efficient  and  effective  organization  while  improving  services  to  its 
many  clients. 

The  Department  has  been  criticized  on  a  number  of  fronts — ^from 
its  field  office  structure  and  multidepartmental  jurisdictions,  to  the 
adequacy  of  services  and  benefits  and  the  required  paperwork. 

If  USDA  is  going  to  effectively  carry  out  its  modem-day  respon- 
sibilities, we  must  be  able  and  willing  to  adjust  the  structure,  the 
mentality,  and  the  mandate  of  the  current  system.  When  folks  talk 
about  the  need  to  streamline  USDA,  many  think  in  terms  of  the 
Department's  production  agriculture  function.  But  as  those  of  you 
in  this  room  Imow,  USDA  is  involved  in  many  nonfarm  activities, 
which  demand  more  of  its  resources  than  does  agriculture.  It  is  my 
hope  that  we  can  leave  no  stone  unturned  and  no  reasonable  option 
unconsidered  as  we  begin  the  process  of  addressing  this  issue. 

I  should  also  remind  my  colleagues  that  virtually  all  USDA  pro- 
grams— and,  to  a  large  extent,  how  and  where  they  are  adminis- 
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tered — are  creatures  of  Congress.  We  are  the  ones  who,  over  the 
years,  have  written  and  passed  the  statutory  language  by  which 
the  bureaucracy  is  directed.  It  is  our  responsibiUty  to  actively  par- 
ticipate in  reviewing  and  developing  the  means  by  which  improve- 
ments can  be  made. 

Before  I  introduce  the  panel,  I  will  now  recognize  Mr.  Smith  for 
an  opening  comment.  Also,  any  prepared  statements  submitted  by 
the  members  will  appear  at  this  point  in  the  record. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statements  of  Mr.  Sarpalius,  Ms.  McKinney,  Mr. 
Emerson,  and  Mr.  Allard  follow:] 


OPENING  STATEMENT 

THE  HONORABLE  BILL  SARPALIUS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

MARCH  11,  1993 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  welcome  Mr.  Secretaries  and 
esteemed  witnesses  that  are  here  to  testify  today. 

This  hearing  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and 
Nutrition  kicks  off  discussion  concerning  one  of  the  major 
focuses  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  the  reorganization 
and  streamlining  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture. 
We  are  faced  with  a  task  of  paramount  importance,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  we  have  with  us  some  of  the  most  knowledgeable 
authorities  in  this  field. 

My  district  is,  to  say  the  least,  very  interested  in  the  process 
we  are  about  to  undertake.   The  task  at  hand  should  not  and 
cannot  be  taken  lightly,  as  it  is  our  responsibility  to  provide 
the  framework  in  which  agriculture  must  operate  in  the  years  to 
come.   The  road  will  not  be  easy,  but  it  is  a  course  we  must  be 
willing  to  follow. 

I  have  received  numerous  letters  and  phone  calls  concerning  the 
restructuring  of  USDA  from  concerned  farmers  and  ranchers  in  my 
district.   The  consensus  of  opinion  is  that  these  producers 
would  not  mind  driving  further  to  an  office  if  they  could  get 
everything  done  in  one  trip.   The  problem  is  that  it  is 
increasingly  rare  that  a  farmer  has  to  make  ONLY  one  trip  in 
order  to  get  the  job  done.   The  excessive  red  tape  these  people 
face  is  not  only  burdensome,  it  is  sapping  the  strength  and 
credibility  out  of  the  USDA. 

Secretary  Espy  has  stated  that  he  plans  to  restructure  the  USDA 
from  the  top  down,  beginning  with  the  Washington  bureaucracy.   I 
must  say  that  I  am  very  pleased  to  hear  this,  and  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  Secretary  Espy  and  my  colleagues  on  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  in  this  mission. 

Today's  hearing  is  the  first  step  in  a  larger  effort  to  shrink 
the  bloated  bureaucracy  that  has  become  the  USDA.   It  is  time  to 
work  for  constructive,  positive  change  so  that  the  USDA  will 
become  more  farmer  friendly,  and  once  again  offer  its  services 
to  producers  in  a  timely  and  efficient  manner. 


CYNTHIA  A.  McKINNEY 

1 1TM  OlSTKICT,  GlOROU 
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STATEMENT  OF  CYNTHIA  MCKINNEY 

DEPARTMENT  REORGANIZATION 

MARCH  11,  1993 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THIS  IS  A  VERY  IMPORTANT  HEARING  FOR  THE 
AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  AND  THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE.  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  HOLDS  A  PUBLIC  TRUST  -  TRUST 
THAT  THE  QUAUTY  AND  QUANTITY  OF  OUR  FOOD  SUPPLY  WILL 
MEET  THE  HIGHEST  STANDARDS. 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  HAS  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  FOOD 
SECURITY  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES.   FOR  AMERICA,  THE  CHALLENGE 
OF  FOOD  SECURITY  IS  ONE  OF  DISTRIBUTION  RATHER  THAN  SUPPLY. 
OUR  FARMERS  ARE  THE  MOST  PRODUCTIVE  IN  THE  WORLD,  YET,  WE 
FACE  THE  CONTINUED  CHALLENGE  OF  HUNGRY  CHILDREN  IN  OUR 
BOUNTIFUL  LAND. 


THE  LAND  THAT  PRODUCES  THE  BOUNTY  MOST  OF  US  ENJOY  MUST  BE 
PROTECTED  FOR  FUTURE  GENERATION.  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY  OF  OUR  FARM  AND  AGRICULTURAL  LANDS  MUST  BE 
PROTECTED  FOR  PRESENT  AND  FUTURE  GENERATIONS. 

EVERY  GOVERNMENT  AGENCY  HOLDS  A  PUBLIC  TRUST  THAT  IT  WILL 
EXPEND  ONLY  THE  FUNDS  REQUIRED  TO  FULFILL  ITS  MISSION.     THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  IS  NO  EXCEPTION. 

I  WELCOME  SECRETARY  ESPY'S  REORGANIZATION  PROPOSALS  AND 
VICE  PRESDENT  GORE'S  EFFORTS  TO  PROMOTE  MORE  EFFICIENCY  AND 
BETTER  MANAGEMENT  IN  ALL  OUR  GOVERNMENT  AGENCIES. 

I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  THE  TESTIMONY  OF  THESE  DISTINGUISHED 
WITNESSES. 


rmmo  oh  pccycud  rorvi 


BILL  EMERSON 

MEMBER  Of  CONGRESS 
•TH  DISTRICT.  MISSOURI 
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STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  BILL  EMERSON 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS 

AND  NUTRITION  SUBCOMMITTEE 

REVIEW  OF  THE  USDA  REORGANIZATION 

MARCH  11,  1993 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  COMMEND  YOU  AND  OUR  RANKING 
MEMBER,  REPRESENTATIVE  SMITH,  FOR  HOLDING  THIS  TIMELY  PUBLIC 
FORUM  ON  THE  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE.   IN  ADDITION,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  EXTEND  A  WARM  WELCOME 
TO  SEVERAL  DISTINGUISHED  LEADERS  OF  THE  AMERICAN  FARM  COMMUNITY. 
SECRETARIES  FREEMAN,  BERGLAND,  AND  MADIGAN  HAVE  ALL  MADE 
SIGNIFICANT  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO  THE  SUSTAINMENT  AND  ADVANCEMENT  OF 
OUR  NATION'S  FARMING  LIVELIHOOD  AND  TODAY,  WE  HAVE  A  GENERATION 
OF  FARM  PRODUCERS  WHO  ARE  GRATEFUL  FOR  THEIR  EFFORTS. 

THE  SUBJECT  OF  THIS  HEARING  HAS  RECENTLY  RECEIVED  EXTENSIVE 
CONGRESSIONAL  AND  MEDIA  SCRUTINY  AND  TODAY'S  DISCUSSION  WILL 
ALLOW  FARM  LEADERS,  PAST  AND  PRESENT,  WITH  A  GREAT  INTEREST  IN 
THE  NEEDS  AND  DESIRES  OF  THE  FARM  COMMUNITY,  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO 
WORK  TOGETHER  IN  EFFECTIVELY  ADDRESSING  THE  ORGANIZATIONAL  NEEDS 
OF  THE  AGRICULTURE  DEPARTMENT. 

SINCE  THE  DAYS  OF  ABRAHAM  LINCOLN,  THE  UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  HAS  ALWAYS  PLAYED  A  VAST  AND  CRITICAL 
ROLE  IN  HELPING  THE  AMERICAN  FARMER  FEED  AND  CLOTHE  THE  PEOPLE  OF 
THE  WORLD.   THE  USDA'S  CURRENT  BUDGET  CERTAINLY  REFLECTS  THE 
BROAD  EXPANSION  OF  RESPONSIBILITIES  THE  DEPARTMENT  ACQUIRED  SINCE 
THE  DAYS  OF  PRESIDENT  LINCOLN. 

ASSISTING  FARMERS  IN  THEIR  LIVESTOCK  AND  CROP  PRODUCTION 
EFFORTS  HAS  ALWAYS  BEEN  A  PRIMARY  FUNCTION  OF  THE  AGRICULTURE 
DEPARTMENT.   HOWEVER,  TIMES  HAVE  CHANGED  AND  THE  USDA  HAS  ADAPTED 
TO  THE  MANY  EVOLVING  NEEDS  OF  OUR  DOMESTIC  FOOD  PRODUCING 
INDUSTRY  AND  RELATED  CONSUMER  INTERESTS.   FROM  FOOD  STAMPS  TO  THE 
FOREST  SERVICE,  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE'S  MISSION  NOW 
RANGES  FAR  BEYOND  THAT  OF  ITS  ORIGINAL  GOALS  MORE  THAN  A  CENTURY 
AGO. 

COPING  WITH  THESE  NEEDS  IS  NEVER  EASY,  BUT  REMAINS  A  ROLE 
THAT  THE  USDA  STRIVES  TO  DO  BETTER  AND  MORE  EFFICIENTLY  THAN  THE 
DAY  BEFORE.   TODAY,  WE  HAVE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  WORK  TOGETHER, 
BOTH  CONGRESS  AND  THE  USDA,  IN  ORDER  TO  BEST  ADDRESS  THE  NEEDS  OF 
THE  AMERICAN  AGRICULTtTRAL  INDUSTRY.   I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  CONTINUING 
THIS  COMMITTEE'S  DIALOGUE  AND  I  THANK  THE  DISTINGUISHED  FORMER 
SECRETARIES  FOR  JOINING  US  TODAY. 


(Attachment  follows:) 
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January  21,  1993 

The  Honorable  Mike  Espy 

Secretary 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  DC   20250 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

I  an  greatly  alarmed  by  the  recent  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  proposal  to  close  and  consolidate  county  offices 
throughout  the  nation  —  particularly  in  my  home  state  of 
Missouri.   I  fear  this  is  another  case  of  the  federal  bureaucracy 
making  a  cure  worse  than  the  disease.   Less  bureaucracy  and  less 
redtape  in  Washington  along  with  more  help  at  the  local  or  county 
level  is  the  real  issue  that  the  USDA  should  seek  to  address. 

I  am  also  deeply  disturbed  by  the  subjective  criteria 
utilized  in  determining  the  local  offices  subject  to 
reorganization.   First  of  all,  the  USDA's  office  consolidation 
list  in  Southern  Missouri  does  not  adequately  reflect  the  vast 
diversity  of  both  our  area's  crop  and  livestock  production 
efforts.   This  diversity  places  unique  logistic  and 
administrative  demands  on  local  USDA  personnel  in  their  attempt 
to  serve  local  farm  producers. 

Secondly,  I  understand  that  1991  disaster  assistance 
payments  were  given  considerable  weight  in  the  county  office 
utilization  criteria.  While  Southern  Missouri  did  experience  a 
fair  number  of  disaster  claims,  our  region  was  fortunate  to  have 
less  disaster-related  problems  than  other  regions  of  the  country 
throughout  1991.   However,  in  1988,  1989,  and  1990,  Southern 
Missouri  experienced  heavy  disaster  losses;  yet,  I  understand 
that  the  administrative  workload  of  these  disaster  years  was 
given  no  consideration  in  the  consolidation  formula. 
Furthermore,  I  must  seriously  question  whether  the  1991  "one- 
time" disaster  payment  workload  should  be  given  equal  or  greater 
weight  than  normal  day-to-day  program  services. 

Finally,  the  value  of  local  USDA  offices  isn't  always 
measured  in  true  dollars  and  cents.   For  example,  the  counsel  and 
advice  of  local  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  county  officials  throughout 
the  year  can  easily  save  producers  far  more  than  the 
administrative  cost  of  a  county  office. 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee  will  be  holding  extensive 
hearings  on  this  subject  and  I  will  be  actively  engaged,  as  I 
trust  you  also  will,  in  these  oversight  deliberations  before  any 
USDA  county  office  is  locked  for  good.   Anything  done  at  the 
county  level  must  be  fair,  equitable,  and  sensitive  to  the  needs 
of  local  farm  producers. 


The  Honorable  Mike  Espy 
January  21,  1993 
Page  Two 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  applaud  and  wholeheartedly  support  your 
belief  that  the  USDA  must  be  reorganized  from  the  top  to  the 
bottom  as  you  stated  in  your  confirmation  hearings.   Certainly, 
the  American  farmer  must  first  be  served  over  the  needs  of  an 
entrenched  Washington  bureaucracy. 

Our  goal  must  be  to  make  sure  the  USDA  is  fully  responsible 
to  the  demands  of  American  farm  producers  today,  tomorrow,  and 
beyond.   I  hope  to  work  closely  with  you  as  we  strive  to  achieve 
this  goal. 


rely. 


BICL  EMERSON 
Member  of  Congress 


PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WAYNE  ALLARD 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  I'M  GLAD  THAT  WE'RE  BEGINNING  HEARINGS  ON 
THE  IMPORTANT  SUBJECT  OF  USDA  REORGANIZATION.    WHILE 
THE  PROCESS  WON'T  BE  QUICK,  IT  WILL  BE  BENEFICIAL  FOR 
FARMERS  AND  RANCHERS  IN  THE  LONG  RUN. 

THERE  ARE  MANY  QUESTIONS  THAT  NEED  TO  BE  ANSWERED 
ABOUT  THE  USDA.    DO  THEY  DO  TOO  MUCH?  HAS  CONGRESS 
EXPANDED  THE  SCOPE  OF  THEIR  MISSION  TOO  MUCH?  OVER 
THE  YEARS  HAVE  LAYERS  OF  BUREAUCRACY  BEEN  ADDED 
WITHOUT  THOUGHT  OF  HOW  THIS  NEW  BUREAUCRACY  WILL  FIT 
WITH  EXISTING  AGENCIES  AND  AUTHORITIES  WITHIN  USDA? 

AS  A  SMALL  BUSINESS  OWNER  FOR  OVER  20  YEARS  I  CAN  TESTIFY 
TO  THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  PROPER  ORGANIZATION  OF  STAFF 
EQUIPMENT  AND  PERHAPS  MOST  IMPORTANTLY  HAVING  ONE 
MISSION  THAT  ALL  EMPLOYEES  UNDERSTAND.    AFTER  THESE 
HEARINGS  I  WOULD  LIKE  USDA  TO  GIVE  US  A  DEFINTION,  AS 
THEY  SEE  IT,  OF  THEIR  MISSION.   ALSO  THERE  ARE  MANY  GOOD 
MANAGEMENT  QUESTIONS  THAT  NEED  TO  BE  ADDRESSED.  SUCH 
AS  HOW  DOES  THEIR  PROCUREMENT  PROCESS  WORK? 

AND  FRANKLY,  CONGRESS  NEEDS  TO  EXAMINE  THEIR  ACTIONS 
AND  ASK  IF  THEY  HAVE  ACTED  RESPONSIBLY  IN  LAYING  DOWN 
MANDATES  OVER  THE  YEARS.    CONGRESS  SHOULD  LOOK  AT 
THEIR  DEUBERATIONS  TO  SEE  IF  WE  CAN'T  CLARIFY  WHAT  WAS 


INTENDED  BY  MANY  OF  THE  LAWS  PASSED  BY  CONGRESS. 

THESE  QUESTIONS  ALONG  WITH  OTHER  GOOD  MANAGEMENT 
KIND  OF  ISSUES  ARE  GOING  TO  BE  WHAT'S  IMPORTANT  TO  ME. 
THIS  WON'T  BE  A  SHORT  PROCESS,  BUT  THE  COMMITTEE  SHOULD 
KEEP  IN  MIND  THE  CHINESE  PROVERB  THAT  EVEN  THE  LONGEST 
JOURNEY  BEGINS  WITH  ONE  STEP. 
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Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  first  wish  to  welcome  the  three  distinguished  former  Secretar- 
ies of  Agriculture.  We  look  forward  to  their  testimony,  of  course. 

However,  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission  I 
would  like  to  yield  to  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Agri- 
culture Committee,  Mr.  Roberts,  from  Kansas. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PAT  ROBERTS,  A  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Roberts.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Smith.  It  is  good  to  be  back  in  my 
old  seat. 

I  want  to  welcome  the  panel,  our  distinguished  former  Secretar- 
ies of  Agriculture.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  scheduling  this  hearing 
on  reorganization.  I  particularly  want  to  thank  you  for  your  dedica- 
tion to  this  effort.  It  was  last  year  when  you  and  I  were  riding 
shotgun  along  with  Secretary  Ann  Veneman,  and  we  went  around 
the  country  and  listened  to  producers  and  USDA  employees  on  how 
the  Department  could  be  streamlined  and  made  more  cost-effective 
and  more  farmer  friendly. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  report  prepared  as  a  re- 
sult of  those  efforts,  an  executive  summary  that  we  put  together. 
Plus,  a  little  document  that  I  have  that  I  have  entitled  "Setting  the 
Record  Straight,"  because  last  year  I  was  dismayed  over  some  of 
the  media  stories  and  some  of  the  misinformation  that  came  out  on 
this  issue.  I  have  tried  to  pull  together  some  of  the  facts  on  the  size 
of  the  USDA.  I  would  like  permission  to  put  that  in  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Roberts.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  say  that  we  in  agri- 
culture— and  more  especially  those  of  us  on  this  committee  who 
have  been  working  on  this  problem  for  several  years — owe  our 
former  colleague  and  former  Secretary  and  friend,  Mr.  Ed  Madigan, 
a  heartfelt  thanks.  In  spite  of  counsel  from  many  who  said  it  was 
political  suicide — not  to  mention  politically  incorrect — in  farm  coun- 
try to  wrestle  with  the  structure  of  the  USDA,  he  forged  ahead 
with  a  plan  to  streamline  the  Department.  And  the  day  before  he 
walked  out  of  the  Secretary's  office,  affectionately  called  the  cage, 
he  proposed  a  comprehensive  plan  to  make  the  Department  more 
responsive  to  the  farmer  and  to  the  taxpayer. 

Never  mind  that  his  plan  for  field  reorganization  drew  howls  of 
criticism  from  the  very  people  who  were  calling  for  reform  and  re- 
structuring. I  might  add  that  his  plan  pretty  much  followed  the  ad- 
vice and  suggestions  of  USDA  employees,  farmers,  and  ranchers 
obtained  in  the  field  hearings  in  the  six  States  I  mentioned  earlier. 

And  while  I  am  at  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  have  your  tape  where 
you  told  several  people  in  South  Carolina — and  that  I  told  several 
people  in  California  more  or  less  the  same  thing— we  sort  of  said 
that  this  responsibility  would  fall  on  the  various  subcommittee 
members  and  the  full  Agriculture  Committee  members  who  have 
the  oversight  responsibility  of  really  putting  together  a  farm  bill, 
really,  all  the  folks  that  passed  all  of  the  mandates  that  we  later 
seem  to  complain  about. 
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I'm  not  going  to  play  this.  I  thought  I  would  bring  a  tape  re- 
corder here,  Charlie,  and  we  would  have  your  sensitivity  training 
and  coming  clean  statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Your  time  is  just  about  to  expire.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Roberts.  He  simply  said,  when  he  sat  down  to  try  to  fill  out 
some  of  the  paperwork  in  regard  to  his  farming  operation,  he 
scratched  his  head  and  said,  "I  have  responsibility  for  writing  the 
bill  in  regard  to  these  mandates." 

We  have  it  on  tape.  We  have  mine  on  tape,  too,  although  I  am 
not  in  the  farming  business.  I  just  want  to  make  that  point  because 
I  think  we  have  to  assume  that  kind  of  responsibility. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  interest  of  time  I  am  going  to  submit  my 
full  statement  for  the  record,  with  the  exception  that  I  did  want  to 
also  draw  the  attention  of  the  media  who  might  be  present — the 
Roberts'  versions  of  "Setting  the  Record  Straight."  Again,  this  is  in- 
volved with  the  USDA  reorganization  and  the  facts  as  best  we  can 
determine  them,  and  taking  the  various  criticisms  that  have  been 
in  the  press  and  trying  to  get  a  factual  response — not  to  say  that 
all  the  criticisms  in  the  press  were  not  accurate. 

I  then  went  one  step  further  and  I  took  some  quotes  by  some  of 
my  colleagues  in  the  press  when  it  was  very  popular  to  say  these 
things  as  of  last  year.  We  went  to  the  Department  and  asked  the 
people  over  there  who  have  been  working  for  many  years — for  all 
three  of  the  Secretaries — and  we  tried  to  come  up  with  a  factual 
response. 

I  realize  that  this  is  yesterday's  news  and  I  realize  that  on  the 
crest  of  the  wave  in  terms  of  headlines,  again,  this  probably  isn't 
very  newsworthy  to  folks.  But  I  would  really  like  to  commend  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  people  sitting  at  the  long  table  over  there.  We 
will  make  it  available  to  you. 

I  think  it  does  set  the  record  straight  because,  quite  frankly,  I 
think  some  of  the  statements  were  a  real  disservice  to  agriculture. 
I  think  they  were  a  real  disservice  to  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. And  for  those  of  us  who  have  worked  for  several  years  to 
try  to  do  something  about  this  in  a  positive  way,  only  to  have  some 
reform  efforts  stopped  by  various  people  on  this  committee,  I  think 
it  is  time  for  some  accountability  and  some  responsibility. 

I  would  ask  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  all  three  of  these 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  I  look  forward  to  the  testimony 
of  our  witnesses. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Roberts  follows:] 
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Statement  Congressman  Pat  Roberts 

Department  Reorganization 
March  11,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  scheduling  this  hearing  on  the 
reorganization  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture.  I  particularly  want 
to  thank  you  for  your  dedication  to  this  effort.  It  was  last  year  when  you  and  I, 
along  with  Secretary  Ann  Veneman,  went  around  the  country  listening  to 
producers  and  USD  A  employees  on  how  the  Department  could  be  streamlined. 
We  were  in  Kansas,  Texas,  California,  New  York,  South  Carolina,  and  Illinois. 

I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  official  record  a  report  prepared  as  a  result  of 
those  efforts.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  official  committee  record, 
a  little  document  I  have  put  together,  that  I  entitled  "Setting  the  Record  Straight". 
Last  year  I  was  dismayeid  over  some  of  the  media  stories  and  misinformation  that 
was  floated  on  this  issue.  I  have  tried  to  pull  together  some  of  the  facts  on  the 
size  of  the  USDA  and  would  appreciate  it  being  entered  into  the  record. 

First,  those  of  us  in  agriculture  owe  our  former  colleague  and  former 
Secretary  Ed  Madigan  a  heartfelt  thanks.  In  spite  of  counsel  from  many  who  said 
it  was  political  suicide  and  politically  incorrect  in  farm  country  to  wrestle  with  the 
structure  of  the  USDA  bureaucracy,  he  forged  ahead  with  a  plan  to  streamline  the 
Department  and  the  day  before  he  walked  out  of  the  Secretary's  office 
(affectionately  called  the  cage),  he  proposed  a  comprehensive  plan  to  make  the 
Department  more  responsive  to  the  farmer  and  taxpayer. 

Never  mind  that  his  plan  for  field  reorganization  drew  howls  of  criticism 
from  the  very  people  who  were  calling  for  reform  and  restructuring.  I  might  add 
his  plan  pretty  much  followed  the  advice  and  suggestions  of  USDA  employees  and 
farmers  and  ranchers  obtained  in  field  hearings  in  the  six  states  I  mentioned 
earlier.  Those  hearings  were  held  by  Mr.  Stenholm  of  Texas,  Assistant  Secretary 
Anne  Veneman  and  myself.  The  folks  in  the  field  and  the  farmers  in  the  trenches 
told  us  to  keep  the  program  delivery  local,  flexible,  consistent  and  predictable  and 
emphasized  in  short,  jerky  sentences  it  would  really  help  if  we  could  make  some 
progress  on  mandates,  red  tape,  regulations  etc. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  the  answers  to  those  pleas  not  only  will  come  in  the 
reorganization  of  the  Department  but  also  with  greater  awareness,  responsibility 
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and  oversight  on  the  part  of  the  Congress.  Ten  years  ago  the  Farm  Bill  was  29 
pages  long,  the  last  one  was  719  pages  in  length  with  thousands  of  pages  of  report 
language! 

Let  me  emphasize  the  details,  within  reason,  are  not  as  important  as  the 
policy  implications  of  some  of  the  agency  reshuffling.  For  instance,  Secretary 
Espy  may  divide  the  domestic  commodity  programs  and  the  international 
commodity  programs  and  put  them  under  different  secretaries.  This  may  work, 
but  the  amount  of  commodities  available  for  export  is  directly  related  to  the 
domestic  farm  programs  vis  a  vis  acreage  controls  and  land  in  production.  There 
had  better  be  close  coordination  or  farmers  (with  wildly  fluctuating  commodity 
prices)  and  taxpayers  (with  huge  deficiency  payment  outlays)  will  pay  the  price. 

The  current  reorganization  scheme  floating  around  Washington  would  put 
all  of  USDA's  farmer-oriented  agencies  under  a  Farm  Services  Administration. 
This  again  may  work  but  my  office  has  already  been  lobbied  by  various 
constituencies  of  these  agencies  who  feel  threatened.  The  key  will  be  a  cost- 
benefit  evaluation  that  hopefully  saves  money  but  also  preserves  service  to  farmers 
and  ranchers. 

The  next  year  could  be  crucial  for  farmers  and  agribusiness.  We  are  truly 
at  a  crossroads.  I  have  little  doubt  the  USDA  can  be  reorganized  to  accomplish 
its  mission  with  fewer  resources—fewer  field  offices,  less  paperwork  and  fewer 
people  in  Washington  and  in  the  field. 

That  is  one  road  ~  a  more  efficient,  streamlined  USDA  that  serves  farmers 
and  the  taxpayers  and  enhances  the  world's  most  efficient  producers  of  food  and 
fiber. 

It  is  that  other  road  that  troubles  me  and  should  trouble  this  committee. 
Production  agriculture  is  the  victim  of  its  own  success.  In  truth,  we've  never  had 
it  so  good.  We  spend  less  than  15  percent  of  our  disposable  income  for  food  and 
it's  the  best  quality  and  safest  in  history. 

Unfortunately,  we  do  have  the  doom-and-gloomers  who  would  have  the 
American  public  believe  that  our  food  supply  is  unsafe  and  our  producers  are 
poisoning  the  earth  for  profit.  The  same  bunch  says  the  USDA  is  the  proverbial 
"fox  guarding  the  chicken  coop".  And,  these  same  folks  -  self-declared  scientists 
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and  experts  all  --  believe  that  some  other  agency  or  department  should  be  put  in 
charge  of  conservation  compliance,  food  safety  and  inspection,  grain  inspection 
and  water  quality  issues. 

The  danger  of  pulling  the  reorganization  string  too  far  is  that  on  the  other 
end  is  a  well  orchestrated  agenda  that  dismantles  the  USDA  and  places  key  issues 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agriculture  Committees  and  Members  of  Congress 
who  represent  rural  areas.  It  is  one  thing  to  fight  in  behalf  of  our  producers  and 
lose~it  is  another  to  not  even  come  to  bat. 

-Will  we  see  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  within  the  EPA  with  erosion  and 
pollution  progress  measured  not  on  a  partnership  basis  with  the  farmer  but  on  the 
amount  of  fines  levied  by  some  conservation  cop? 

~  Will  we  see  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service  along  with  the  Federal 
Grain  Inspection  Service  moved  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration? 

-If  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  survives  the  Clinton  budget  broadside, 
will  we  see  the  FAS  over  at  the  Department  of  Commerce? 

-Will  the  Forest  Service  be  moved  to  the  Department  of  Interior? 

I  think  you  get  my  drift.  A  reorganization  plan  that  spins  off  agencies  to 
other  Departments  could  leave  us  with  the  USDA  restructured  out  of  existence. 
Not  to  worry?  Well,  each  one  of  the  questions  I  just  posed  has  been  answered  in 
the  affirmative  by  various  environmental  organizations  in  recommendations  already 
made  to  the  Department.  I  urge  you  to  actively  oppose  these  efforts  which  would, 
in  fact,  hamstring  the  Department's  role  as  production  agriculture's  spokesman. 

As  this  Committee  moves  forward  to  consider  the  various  plans  for 
reorganizing  USDA  we  need  to  keep  in  mind,  the  fundamental  question  of  what 
the  USDA  will  look  like  in  the  next  century?  No  one  can  say  with  certainty,  but 
I  can  say  the  next  four  years  will  be  the  defining  period.  Why  now  rather  than  in 
previous  years?  In  past  years,  many  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  others  have 
wanted  to  change  the  Department  but  have  been  thwarted  by  congressional 
committees  -  primarily  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

This  year,  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee  leadership  is  not  only  in 
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sympathy  with  change  but  will  help  lead  the  charge.  And,  you  can  be  sure  the 
White  House  and  0MB  are  on  the  same  trail.  For  the  sake  of  production 
agriculture,  let  us  hope  we  don't  end  up  in  the  ditch. 

After  all,  if  a  restructured  USD  A  does  not  represent  the  farmer  and  is  not 
his  advocate,  then  who  will  be?  This  committee  must  make  sure  that  the 
Department  stays  an  advocate  for  the  farmer  and  production  agriculture. 

-30- 

(Attachments  follow:) 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 
USDA  PROGRAM  DELIVERY  SYSTEM/FIELD  STRUCTURE  PUBLIC  MEETINGS 


BACKGROUND 

Management  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA)  is  an  abiding 
interest  to  Secretary  Madigan.   He  has  repeatedly  said  that  he 
wants  his  tenure  at  USDA  to  be  one  in  which  management  is  given 
special  focus.   In  this  regard,  the  Secretary  determined  that  a 
comprehensive  look  at  the  entire  USDA  field  structure  was 
necessary.  One  critical  step  in  such  a  review  was  to  ask  the  USDA 
clientele  what  they  thought  of  the  Department's  field  services. 
Of  particular  interest  was  the  County-based  farmer  clientele 
agencies.   The  Secretary  appointed  Deputy  Secretary  Veneman  to 
chair  an  ad-hoc  group  to  hold  a  series  of  public  meetings  around 
the  country  to  listen  to  producers  and  USDA  employees  to  express 
their  thoughts  regarding  the  current  program  delivery  system.   In 
addition,  the  Secretary  asked  Congressman  Roberts  of  Kansas  and 
Congressman  Stenholo  of  Texas  to  join  the  Deputy  as  part  of  this 
effort  to  talk  to  producers  and  employees  on  how  well  USDA  was 
doing  at  the  County  office  in  providing  efficient  and  effective 
services. 

The  Secretary  stated  before  the  review  began  that  he  wanted  to 
let  farmers  be  farmers — to  make  it  easier  for  them  to  deal  with 
USDA  and  allow  them  more  time  for  their  farming  operations.    The 
Secretary's  theme  is  "Easy  Access"  in  which  producers  are  able  to 
deal  effectively  and  efficiently  with  the  USDA  and  all  of  USDA's 
field  offices.   His  goal  is  to  reduce  the  bureaucratic  hurdles 
that  get  in  the  way  of  our  nation's  farmers  and  ranchers  while  at 
the  same  ensuring  the  efficient  use  of  tax  dollars  and  fulfilling 
consumer  obligations.   The  Secretary  stressed  that  the  focus  of 
the  pxiblic  meetings  should  be  on  "Easy  Access"  concerns  and  not 
on  farm  programs  and  farm  policy.   Input  would  be  gathered  from 
producers  and  employees  on  how  to  make  USDA  work  better  at  the 
service-delivery  level;  i.e.,  county-level  offices. 

Deputy  Secretary  Veneman,  along  with  Congressman  Roberts  and 
Congressman  Stenholm,  stressed  during  the  first  public  meeting 
that  it  was  extremely  important  that  the  effort  of  improving 
program  services  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA)  should 
be  based  on  a  team  effort  i.e.,  the  Administration,  the  Congress, 
and  producers.   The  team  effort  theme  was  carried  forward,  by  the 
Deputy,  at  each  of  the  public  meetings.   The  Deputy  stated  that 
the  team  effort  could  not  be  over  emphasized  because  Congress 
authorizes  and  funds  programs,  USDA  administers  the  programs,  and 
the  producers  use  them. 

Congressman  Roberts  and  Congressman  Stenholm  agreed  with  the 
Deputy  and  continually  stressed  that  all  affected  parties  had  an 
obligation  to  make  the  farm  delivery  system  more  cost-effective 
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and  easier  for  the  producers  to  use,  whether  it  be  in  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation,  or  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service.   As  members  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  they  were  very  interested  in  improving  the  system  and 
were  quick  to  accept  the  invitation  to  participate  in  the  public 
meetings. 

Public  meetings  were  held  in  the  following  locations: 

Salina,  Kansas  March  27,  1992 

Abilene,  Texas  April  24,  1992 

Sacramento,  California  May  15,  1992 

Columbia,  South  Carolina  June  12,  1992 

Peoria,  Illinois  July  24,  1992 

Syracuse,  New  York  August  7,  1992 

The  first  public  meeting  held  in  Salina,  Kansas,  was  well 
received.   This  meeting,  from  beginning  to  end,  adhered  to  the 
initial  mission  and  purpose  of  the  public  meetings;  i.e.,  how 
well  is  USDA  doing  its  job  in  serving  its  clientele  and  what  can 
be  done  to  improve  the  services. 

However,  soon  after  the  initial  meeting  at  Salina,  Kansas,  the 
National  news  media  coverage  of  Senator  Lugar's  and  Senator 
Leahy's  efforts  to  streamline  USDA  by  consolidation  and 
collocation  of  offices  at  the  county  level,  tended  to  distract 
from  the  original  mission  and  task  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  in 
forming  the  group.   A  concentrated  effort  had  to  be  expended  from 
Abilene  to  Syracuse  to  keep  the  meetings  on  the  course  as  set 
forth  by  Secretary  Madigan.  The  manifestations  of  this  change 
could  be  seen  by  interest  groups  important  to  the  various  county 
based  agencies,  who  tried  to  take  command  of  the  meeting  and  not 
allow  full  participation  by  other  interested  parties.   An  example 
was  the  Sacramento  meeting  where  the  participant  list  was 
"loaded"  with  representatives  of  conservation  districts  who  spoke 
against  closing  offices  instead  of  offering  useful  suggestions  on 
how  USDA  could  improve  services.   However >  at  later  meetings,  it 
was  possible  to  redirect  the  focus  of  the  public  meetings  back  to 
the  original  goal  of  learning  about  the  thoughts  of  the  producers 
and  employees  beyond  concern  for  office  closures. 

At  each  of  the  public  meetings,  USDA's  clients  expressed  a  desire 
for  simplified  paperwork  for  program  participation;  data-sharing 
among  agencies  at  the  local  level;  and  continued  involvement  of 
local  committees  in  the  administration  of  Federal  farm  programs 
at  the  local  level. 
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The  Secretary's  management  agenda  to  address  many  of  the 
management  problems  in  USDA  is  already  under  way  and  focuses  on 
many  of  the  concerns  expressed  at  each  of  the  six  public 
meetings.   The  agenda  focuses  on:  (1)  improving  information 
resource  management  by  providing  better  program  information, 
making  more  effective  use  of  ADP  expenditures  and  improving  data 
sharing  across  agency  lines;  (2)  improving  financial  management 
by  designating  a  senior  Department-level  financial  systems 
manager,  requiring  independent  audits  of  agency  financial 
statements  and  improving  internal  management  and  accounting 
controls;  (3)  increasing  the  diversity  of  the  work  force, 
improving  planning  to  meet  future  work  force  requirements, 
improving  recruitment  programs  and  providing  Department-wide 
leadership  for  common  personnel  activities;  (4)  strengthening 
Departmental  leadership  and  coordination  of  civil  rights 
activities;  (5)  improving  Departmental  oversight  and  taking 
aggressive  actions  to  resolve  audit  problems;  (6)  conducting  a 
field  structure  review  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
collocation,  consolidation,  and  other  improvements  within 
existing  structure;  (7)  establishing  stronger  headquarters 
liaison  with  food  and  agriculture  councils  (FACs) ;  and  (8) 
simplifying  Departmental  regulations. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

The  general  themes  brought  out  at  the  six  public  meetings  focused 
on  the  management  agenda  items  already  being  considered  by  the 
Department  as  directed  by  the  Secretary.   The  following  are  some 
of  the  general  themes,  broken  out  by  specific  categories,  which 
generated  dialogue  at  the  public  meetings: 

1.  REGULATIONS:  USDA  has  too  many  regulations,  which  are 
difficult  to  understand  by  the  average  farmer  and  in  many 
cases  even  by  USDA  employees.   The  main  theme  regarding  USDA 
regulations  is  that  they  should  be  simplified  to  reduce 
paperwork  and  to  better  coordinate  USDA  efforts  across 
agency  lines.   Basically,  producers  and  employees  seem  to 
think  that  a  hard  look  at  Departmental  regulations  should  be 
undertaken  in  order  to  eliminate  those  that  are  no  longer 
needed  or  make  revisions  that  will  make  the  regulations  more 
"user  friendly." 

2.  PAPERWORK:  A  result  of  shelves  of  regulations  is  the  "paper 
chase"  of  increasing  paperwork  that  producers  are  forced  to 
deal  with  in  order  to  participate  in  the  programs.   In 
addition  to  the  tremendous  paper  burden,  the  forms  which  the 
producers  are  required  to  complete  are  extremely  complicated 
and  time  consuming.   Some  producers  were  concerned  that 
consolidation  of  offices  would  not  necessarily  have  an 
impact  on  the  burden  of  paperwork.   Producers  generally 
support  the  idea  of  consolidating  all  redundant  paperwork 
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into  one  office,  instead  of  making  the  same  report  four 
different  times. 

Some  producers  believe  many  of  the  laws  passed  by  Congress 
have  caused  the  administrative  bureaucratic  paperwork  flood 
that  has  occurred. 

PILOT  PROJECTS:  There  was  considerable  discussion  at  all  six 
meetings  on  innovation  and  new  ways  to  deliver  services. 
Many  of  the  ideas  mentioned  are  already  being  evaluated  by 
USDA.   This  includes  several  pilot  projects  being  conducted 
by  USDA  that  would  hopefully  provide  more  timely  accessible 
service  to  USDA  producers,  including:  toll  free  numbers, 
common  definitions  and  common  forms,  integrated  computer 
networks,  fax  machines,  video  town  meetings,  computer 
mapping  of  geographical  information,  and  others.   These 
pilot  projects  or  studies  entitled  "Easy  Access"  are 
designed  to  analyze  various  ways  to  improve  service  using 
existing  technologies.   These  projects  were  discussed  at 
each  of  the  public  meetings. 

COMPUTERIZATION;  Some  of  the  discussions  centered 
around  USDA  computerization  and  related  support. 
Concerns  were  expressed  that  the  programs  should  be 
user  friendly  and  that  USDA  should  not  lose  its 
personal  touch  through  the  computerization  effort. 

There  is  a  need  for  computer-generated  maps  that  extend 
beyond  county  lines,  i.e.  if  a  producer  manages  farms 
in  more  than  one  county,  he  currently  has  to  go  from 
county  to  county  to  pull  the  map  up  via  computer. 
Agencies  should  (?)  be  able  to  remedy  this  fairly 
easily.   The  information  could  be  put  on  disk  and  given 
to  the  farmer.   Another  alternative  would  be  to 
transmit  map  files  to  adjoining  counties.) 

The  Deputy  Secretary  has  emphasized  that  a  single 
integrated  computer  system  is  being  planned  as  part  of 
the  "Easy  Access"  process  for  the  farmer  service  agency 
field  offices.   It  will  conform  to  Government -wide 
standards  for  "  open  systems"  to  assure  compatibility 
and  data  sharing  across  agency  lines. 

FAX  MACHINES ; .   At  the  Salina  public  meeting  a  key 
concern  especially  expressed  by  employees  was  the  lack 
of  fax  machines.   The  Deputy  Secretary  took  this 
concern  as  an  action  item  back  to  the  Department  and  it 
is  now  a  top  agenda  item  to  ensure  that  at  least  one 
fax  machine  is  available  in  all  counties  that  are 
already  fully  collocated. 

MANAGEMENT:  Participants  at  the  meetings  expressed  a  desire 
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to  have  more  authority  at  the  local  levels.   They  felt  that 
the  county  conunittee  system  should  be  retained  and  more 
authority  given  to  them  since  the  local  people  know  the 
problems  of  an  area. 

Several  individuals  suggested  that  USDA  should  consider 
"flattening"  out  the  organizational  chart,  similar  to  the 
private  sector.   The  level  closest  to  the  customer  should  be 
strengthened  and  reinforced  and  middle  management  should  be 
reduced . 

it  is  apparent  from  the  above  comments  that  they  want  the 
ability  to  interpret  regulations  locally  and  adopt  local 
needs,  instead  of  Washington  review  of  all  decisions. 

APPEALS:  The  appeals  process  is  generally  thought  of  as  a 
nightmare  and  useless.   The  paperwork  takes  a  long  time  and 
other  people's  negligence  can  cause  long  delays  in 
processing  necessary  appeal  documents.   The  producers  feel 
that  the  process  is  not  really  an  appeal  process,  but  is 
just  a  matter  of  writing  numerous  letters  and,  when  all  is 
done,  they  are  back  where  they  started  and  no  one  seems  to 
listen. 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION:  A  considerable  amount  of  time  was 
spent,  especially  in  California,  regarding  resource 
conservation.   Concerns  were  expressed  about  decreased 
funding  for  SCS  local  offices  and  the  fact  that  they  could 
not  provide  the  needed  services.   Urban  development  is 
spreading  and  additional  technical  help  is  needed  to  protect 
water  and  other  limited  resources. 

Some  producers  complained  that  since  SCS  is  losing  some 
funding,  then  they  should  at  least  have  more  people.   SCS 
people  have  to  spend  too  much  time  on  Food  Security  Act 
paperwork  requirements  and  not  enough  time  in  the  field. 
Producers  also  indicated  that  SCS  is  a  tremendous  resource 
of  knowledge,  but  personnel  have  been  told  they  must  service 
farm  programs  as  defined  in  the  Food  Security  Act  and  reduce 
other  traditional  services. 

California  producers  continue  to  believe  the  current 
USDA-SCS  funding,  which  they  believe  is  based  primarily  on 
the  production  of  commodity  crops,  ignores  the  resource 
needs  of  California.   The  technical  assistance  of  the  SCS  to 
conservation  districts  was  one  of  the  fundamental  objectives 
of  the  SCS  program  which  evolved  in  1935  and  has  gained 
respect  in  addressing  the  basic  resource  conservation  needs 
of  both  the  private  and  public  sectors. 

The  continued  redirection  of  SCS  funding  in  support  of  the 
FSA  program  will  seriously  impact  the  SCS/district 
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association  in  California.   USDA  reconsideration  of  the 
existing  policy  would  be  both  timely  and  appropriate. 

CONSOLIDATION/COLLOCATION:  The  Secretary  has  already 
directed  that  a  thorough  review  of  the  field  structure  be 
initiated.   A  team  of  experts  from  0MB  and  USDA  is  currently 
examining  the  present  structure.   One  of  the  outcomes  of 
this  review  will  be  to  assess  the  advantages  or 
disadvantages  of  consolidating  or  collocating  certain 
offices. 

Most  of  the  participants  at  the  public  meetings  were 
supportive  of  collocation  and  consolidation  of  offices  where 
it  could  be  proven  that  the  action  would  make  operations 
more  efficient  and  provide  better  service  to  the  producers. 
However,  most  of  the  support  was  for  consolidation  of 
offices,  not  for  the  consolidation  of  agencies. 
Participants  also  indicated  that  care  should  be  taken  when 
collocating  or  consolidating  offices  to  insure  that  the 
delivery  of  services  to  the  producers  is  not  impaired  in  any 
way. 

MISCELLANEOUS:  The  following  are  additional  miscellaneous 
comments  that  do  not  necessarily  fit  into  the  broad 
categories  listed  above: 

o    USDA  should  re-define  its  mission.   It  should  spearhead 
more  programs  for  market  development  and  new  uses  for 
agricultural  products.   Policy  should  be  used  to  ensure 
a  strong,  prosperous  agriculture. 

o    American  consumers  and  educators  should  be  educated 
about  why  agricultural  producers  receive  payments. 
Also,  they  should  realize  that  a  healthy  agriculture 
would  provide  more  jobs  than  any  other  industry. 

o    USDA's  delivery  system  must  be  responsive  to  change  and 
the  committee  system  is  noted  as  the  key  to  delivery. 
USDA  should  keep  the  three  delivery  systems  (FMHA, 
ASCS,  SCS) ,  but  they  should  be  simplified. 

o    Some  views  were  expressed  that  the  ASCS  and  FMHA  county 
committees  should  be  combined  into  one  committee. 

o    USDA's  headquarters  office  should  also  be  reviewed  for 
possible  savings  by  consolidation,  especially 
administrative  people. 

o    County  offices  should  cross-train  their  employees  to 
handle  the  peak  workload. 

o    Simplify  forms,  especially  AD1026  and  CCC-502.   Farmers 
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should  be  able  to  fill  out  forms  without  legal 
assistance  and  fear  of  mistakes. 

We  need  an  urban  conservation  program  so  that  urban 
areas  can  get  balanced  information  from  SCS  and 
districts  and  not  just  from  radical  environmental 
groups. 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  should  be 
completely  restructured. 


Concerns  were  expressed  regarding  the  impact  of 
Congressman  Glickman's  Bill  HR  4785,  entitled 
Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1992. 
Comments  recorded  were  not  in  favor  of  passage  of  the 
Bill. 


CONCLUSIOM 

On  balance,  the  public  meetings  were  very  useful  in  developing  a 
picture  of  USDA  clientele  concerns.   The  diversity  of  interests 
expressed  reflected  the  program  and  client  diversity  of  the 
modern  USDA.   The  public  input  confirmed  the  need  to  move  ahead 
with  the  Secretary's  current  initiatives  on  management 
improvement  and  field  structure  review — in  a  very  deliberate  and 
integrated  way. 


PREPARED  BY: 

MIKE  NERUDA 
EXECUTIVE  ASSISTANT 
TO  THE  SECRETARY  10/6/92 
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SETTING  THE  MEDIA  RECORD  STRAIGHT  --  THE  FACTS 


Last  year,  many  comments  and  statements  were  made  in  the  media  that  were 
quite  simply  not  accurate.   For  instance,  last  year- 

The  Associated  press  surveyed  22  of  the  biggest  agencies  from  those  that  serve 
farmers  with  loans  and  subsidies  to  the  Forest  Service,  meat  inspection  service  and 
consumer  and  research  arms,  and  found  that  the  combined  agencies  have  more  than 
14,000 field  offices. 

I  asked  the  Department  about  this  and  the  total  count  of  offices  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture  is  10,970.    In  addition  there  are  3,411  offices  of  the 
Cooperative  Extension  System.   The  Extension  offices  are  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
control  of  the  individual  state  land-grant  universities,  and  are  not  federal  offices.   The 
cost  of  the  physical  facility  for  these  offices  are  provided  by  either  state  or  local 
funds. 

We  must  realize  this  office  count  (10,970)  represents  42  different 
interpretations  of  what  an  "office"  is  (from  42  different  USDA  agencies).    It  includes 
many  situations  where  a  number  of  agencies  are  collocated  in  one  office  but  that 
location  is  counted  separately  by  each  agency  as  an  office.    In  some  situations  as  many 
as  five  agencies  are  in  the  same  building,  but  that  is  counted  as  5  USDA  offices 
instead  of  1.    Another  concern  is  that  many  of  these  "offices"  are  actually  the  business 
site  where  our  employee  is  performing  his/her  job.    For  example,  a  meat  inspectors 
presence  in  a  processing  plant  constitutes  an  office  in  some  cases.   These  situations 
tend  to  inflate  the  figure. 


Senator  Lugar  was  quoted  in  the  Reuters  Information  Services,  Inc. ,  as  saying  USDA 
had  not  been  reorganized  in  more  than  50  years. 

Although  there  have  been  no  major  reorganizations  of  USDA  there  have  been 
significant  changes  as  programs  have  broadened  and  major  new  programs  have  been 
added.  Statutory  requirements  have  caused  realignments  of  functions.  For  example, 
the  marketing  and  inspection  program  areas  have  seen  major  changes.  Also,  food 
programs  have  changed  significantly  as  food  programs  other  than  the  National  school 
Lunch  Program  were  created  by  Congress.  As  these  programs  grew,  the  department 
created  a  separate  agency  to  run  these  programs. 

The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  began  to  reorganize  its  field 
ofTices  in  December  1990.   The  new  structure  has  resulted  in  a  net  reduction  of  17 
offices.   In  the  past  5  years,  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  have  closed  more  than  300  offices. 
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The  USDA  Forest  Service  has  undergone  significant  reorganization.   For 

instance,  in  1964  the  Forest  Service  administered  155  Proclaimed  National  Forests 
from  130  Forest  Supervisor  Offices  and  822  Ranger  District  Offices.   Today  the 
Forest  Service  administers  156  National  Forests  from  122  Forest  Supervisors'  offices 
and  630  Ranger  Districts.   This  is  a  reduction  of  200  field  offices  since  1964. 

The  Forest  Service  has  instituted  several  additional  studies  that  did  not  receive 
Congressional  support  and,  as  a  result,  were  never  implemented.    For  example,  a 
proposal  to  combine  four  National  Forests  in  Arizona  into  two  was  thoroughly  studied 
but  never  implemented  due  to  Congressional  intervention.    In  April  of  1973,  Under 
Secretary  Campbell  directed  the  Forest  Service  to  use  the  same  10  regional  geographic 
lines  as  the  rest  of  the  federal  government.    However,  the  Forest  Service  was 
prevented  from  using  this  government  standard  through  Congressional  appropriations 
bill  language.    This  language  has  been  included  in  every  appropriations  bill  since  then. 

In  addition,  the  environment  in  which  Farmers  Home  operates  has  changed 
dramatically  over  the  last  20  years.    Program  activity  and  workloads  have  changed 
and  continue  to  change,  and  technological  advances  provide  opportunities  for  more 
efficient  managements  and  delivery  of  services. 

Farmers  Home  began  to  examine  its  field  structure  in  1989.    An  assessment  of 
credit  management  in  Farmers  Home,  the  Farm  Credit  System  and  the  private  sector 
identified  several  important  trends  in  the  credit  industry  that  applied  to  Farmers 
Home: 

~  centralization  and  specialization  of  various  loan-making  and  servicing 
functions; 

~  substantial  automation  of  credit  management  functions; 

—extensive  use  of  contracting  for  legal  services  and  appraisals. 

Beginning  in  1990,  Farmers  Home  began  to  restructure  its  field  organization, 
each  state  was  directed  to  examine  how  it  does  business,  to  identify  unique  challenges 
each  state  faces,  and  to  develop  a  plan  to  meet  its  own  special  needs.    Special 
emphasis  was  placed  on  conducting  business  more  efficiently  while  meeting  the 
specific  needs  of  each  state.   The  result  of  these  efforts  initiated  specialization  of 
functions,  centralization  of  activities  for  greater  productivity,  and  consolidation  of 
offices.    Today  Farmers  Home  provides  better  services  to  borrowers  and  improved 
stewardship  for  U.S.  taxpayers. 
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As  of  June  1,  1992,  Farmers  Home  has  closed  12  district  offices,  134  full-time 
county  offices  and  34  sub  or  part-time  offices.    In  addition,  in  this  fiscal  year  Farmers 
Home  has  approved  closing  62  county  offices  and  7  county  sub-offices,  and  approved 
the  opening  of  5  new  county  offices. 


Senator  Lugar  quoted  part  ofaGAO  report  that  says  USD  A  could  save  $90  million 
per  year  through  office  consolidation.    (Media  Release  Feb.  6,  1992) 

There  is  a  real  question  as  to  how  realistic  this  statement  is.  It  is  based  on  the 
department  somehow  consolidating  the  856  ASCS  county  offices  that  spent  more  than 
10  cents  per  dollar  to  deliver  program  benefits  paid  so  that  the  "new"  office  structure 
would  spend  the  ASCS  national  average  of  3.6  cents  for  the  same  benefits.  This 
concept  ignores  the  number  of  producers  to  be  served,  complexity  of  programs  within 
a  county,  co-location  with  other  USDA  agencies,  and  productivity  within  a  county 
office. 


Congressman  Dan  Glickman  was  quoted  in  the  Kansas  Topeka  Capital  Journal, 
Tuesday,  February  18,  1992,  as  saying  'Farmers  don 't  need  a  USDA  office  in  nearly 
every  county,  and  the  nation  can 't  afford  it.    In  an  age  of  fax  machines  and 
computers,  the  USDA  retains  a  1930's  bureaucracy.    It  cost  $2  billion  dollars  just  to 
keep  these  places  open,  often  with  nothing  to  do. ' 

While  USDA  does  not  need  an  oftice  in  every  county  in  the  nation  nor  does  it 
need  every  office  that  it  currently  has,  it  is  unrealistic  to  believe  that  computers  and 
fax  machines  are  going  to  be  a  substitute  for  USDA  staff  serving  the  local  community. 
Virtually  all  of  the  county  level  USDA  offices  currently  have  computers,  and 
while  the  number  of  producers  with  computers  has  gone  up  considerably  in  the 
last  10  years,  it  does  not  begin  to  approach  even  15%  —  likewise  for  fax  machines. 
A  common  sense,  comprehensive  study  of  USDA,  such  as  was  conducted  by  USDA 
and  0MB  makes  much  more  sense  than  rushing  to  close  a  few  offices  of  one  agency 
which,  in  fact,  may  be  collocated  with  another  agency  in  the  same  office  building. 


Washington  Times,  April  20,  1992:   When  Indiana  Senator  Lugar  asked  agriculture 
officials  how  many  farmers  there  were  in  Kentucky's  Bell  County,  he  was  told  2,127. 
A  second  inqmry  produced  a  different  answer;  1217.    On  the  third  try,  he  was  told 
that  there  were  really  57  farmers  in  this  small  southeastern  comer  of  the  state. 
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According  to  Department  officials  I  contacted  the  initial  report  given  to  Senator 
Lugar  which  reported  2,127  producers  in  Bell  County,  Kentucky  provided  a  count  of 
the  total  number  of  individuals  and  entities  on  the  Bell  County  name  and  address  file. 
This  number  was  a  typo.   The  report  was  prepared  manually  in  a  very  short  period  of 
time  and  a  mistake  was  made.   The  correct  number,  1,217,  was  provided  to  the 
Senator  as  soon  as  the  mistake  was  discovered.   The  count  of  the  name  and  address 
file  was  provided  because  it  is  a  realistic  number  of  individuals  and  entities  which  a 
county  ASCS  office  could  potentially  do  business  with.    It  includes  not  only  farm 
operators  but  land  owners,  employees,  contractors  who  construct  conservation 
structures,  and  other  individuals  with  interest  in  ASCS  programs.    The  count  of  57 
was  the  actual  number  of  individuals  and  entities  that  ASCS  wrote  a  check  to  or  that 
indicated  an  interest  in  a  crop.   It  does  not  include  the  Government  officials  seeking 
data  which  ASCS  is  required  to  supply,  or  the  people  who  come  in  simply  seeking 
information  on  programs  who  for  one  reason  or  another  do  not  actually  receive  any 
kind  of  payment. 


"Just  because  it  is  an  election  year,  there  is  no  excuse  for  political  pork  barrel.    It 
makes  absolutely  no  sense  for  the  USDA  to  waste  half  a  million  dollars  opening  seven 
new  offices  when  it  already  has  over  7,000  offices.  "  (Leahy,  AP  5/31/92) 

"I  do  not  favor  opening  seven  new  regional  offices  ofRDA  at  the  very  moment  USDA 
should  be  closing  several  hundred  field  offices  of  other  USDA  agencies. "  (Lugar,  AP 
5/31/92) 

USDA  officials  responded  to  these  comments  by  noting  only  RDA's  seven 
regional  offices  will  be  in  new  locations.   Despite  criticism,  RDA's  field  offices 
represent  a  consolidation  of  functions,  not  an  expansion.    RDA's  offices  are  largely 
co-located  with  existing  FmHA  offices.   In  almost  every  case,  RDA'  Area  Office 
occupy  jointly  located  space  with  FmHA  or  will  take  over  space  being  vacated  by 
farmers  Home.    Given  the  size  and  functions  of  the  seven  regional  offices,  there  is  no 
practical  way  to  co-locate  them  with  existing  offices. 


'Agriculture  Alley,  a  250  by  60  mile  stretch  of  Missouri  between  Kansas  City  and  St. 
Louis  has  3,350  USDA  employees,  so  many  that  Senator  Leahy  suggested  they  line  up 
in  a  row  to  do  away  with  phones. "  (USA  Today,  6/10/92) 

'Instead  of  counting  mile-markers  on  1-70,  drowsy  drivers  could  simply  count  USDA 
employees.    There  would  be  about  13  to  the  mile.  '  (Leahy,  Wall  Street  Journal, 
4/8/92) 
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Setting  the  record  straight,  the  correct  number  of  USDA  employees  located  in 
the  so  called  "Ag  Alley"  is  3,287.   More  than  80  percent  of  these  employees  are 
employed  in  large  centralized  national  flnance  and  computer  centers  in  Kansas 
City  and  St.  Louis.   In  Kansas  City  ASCS  employs  1 ,503  in  their  National 
Management  Office  and  National  Commodity  Office  while  FCIC  employs  303  in  their 
National  Operations  and  Processing  Center.    In  St.  Lx)uis,  FmHA  employs  853  in  their 
National  Headquarters  and  Finance  Offices.   These  National  offices  could  easily  be 
located  in  Washington,  D.  C.  but  it  saves  the  taxpayers  money  and  brings  staff  closer 
to  the  people  they  serve  to  have  these  offices  located  in  the  Midwest. 

The  remaining  628  employees  are  scattered  throughout  the  area,  principally 
located  at  the  state  or  county  level. 

An  additional  136  persons  are  state  or  county  employees  working  with  the 
Cooperative  Extension  Service,  but  cannot  appropriately  be  counted  as  federal 
employees. 


0PM  cites  a  figure  of  135,478  USDA  employees  and  Senator  Lugar  cites  154,553 
(Washington  Post  4/14/92) 

USDA  has  154,500  employees  and  annual  outlays  of  $62  billion.    (Washington  Post 
5/13/92) 

As  I  understand  it,  the  135,478  figures  is  a  meaningless  number  which  should 
never  have  been  used.   It  does  not  represent  the  number  of  paid  USDA  employees  or 
cumulative  staff  years.   The  135,478  figures  is  the  number  of  employee  records  in  the 
Office  of  Personnel  Management's  (0PM)  Central  Personnel  Data  File  (CPDF). 
These  records  include  employees  in  a  non-duty /non-pay  status,  such  as  students  who 
work  part  of  the  year  and  are  expected  to  return  to  work  at  some  future  date. 

The  correct  figure  is  110,357  staff  years.   This  is  the  number  Congress  has 
approved  for  USDA's  budget  and  USDA  has  not  exceeded  it.   The  term  "staff  year," 
has  been  used  to  count  staff  as  long  as  we've  had  budgets.    It  means  the  number  of 
people  who  work  at  least  40  hours  a  week.   If  you  have  two  part-timers  working  20 
hours  a  week,  they  are  counted  as  one  staff  year.  Some  agencies  at  USDA  depend  on 
a  large  number  of  part-timers  who  work  for  short  periods  each  year.    A  good  example 
are  the  thousands  of  fire  fighters  hired  by  the  Forest  Service  during  fire  season.    It 
unfairly  inflates  the  total  number  of  USDA's  workforce  to  count  these  employees  who 
may  work  only  a  month  or  less  in  a  year. 
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"In  fact,  while  USDA's  budget  has  expanded  two  and  a  half  times  since 
1980,  USDA  is  working  with  15,000  fewer  staff  years  than  we  had  in  1980." 

That  represents  a  significant  growth  in  productivity.  In  addition,  in  recent  years, 
USDA  has  reduced  the  ASCS  county  office  employment  from  nearly  18,000  staff 
years  to  15,000  staff  years,  or  roughly  a  16  percent  reduction. 


TTie  Wall  Street  Journal  on  April  9.  1992  quoted  Senator  Leahy  as  saying,  'On 
average  there  is  one  USDA  employee  for  every  five  farms  eligible  for  federal 
payments.  " 

USDA  is  a  large  and  diverse  department  with  responsibilities  for  managing 
traditional  farm  programs,  forestry  programs,  domestic  food  assistance  programs, 
research  and  education  activities,  marketing  programs,  meat  and  poultry  inspection, 
rural  development,  and  many  other  important  programs.   USDA  has  over  25  million 
people,  a  record  number,  on  food  stamps  and  a  national  commitment  to  continue 
the  expansion  of  the  WIC  program  which  now  exceeds  5  million  individuals. 
USDA  has  9  subcabinet  offices,  42  agencies,  and  250  separate  programs.   The  $62 
billion  in  USDA  outlays  in  Fiscal  Year  1992  makes  it  the  fourth  largest  Federal 
agency  in  spending.    Food  assistance  programs  will  account  for  nearly  54  percent  of 
USDA's  outlays  in  FY  92,  making  the  USDA  a  major  factor  in  delivering  benefits  to 
the  poor.    Only  20  percent  of  the  USDA  federal  workforce  is  devoted  to 
administration  of  programs  dealing  directly  with  farmers.    Farm  price  support 
programs  will  use  less  than  20  percent  of  USDA  outlays. 
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SETTING  THE  RECORD  STRAIGHT 
USDA  REORGANIZATION  --  THE  FACTS 


USDA  is  a  large  and  increasingly  complex  organization.   This  year's  $62  billion 
budget  makes  USDA  the  fourth  largest  Federal  agency  in  spending.    Food  assistance 
programs  account  for  55  percent  of  USDA's  outlays,  making  USDA  a  major  provider 
of  benefits  to  the  poor.    Farm  price  support  programs  account  for  less  than  20  percent 
of  USDA  outlays. 

Twenty  years  ago  USDA's  budget  was  about  $1 1  billion.   Back  then  over  one-third 
was  spent  on  farm  price  and  income  supports  and  24  percent  was  spent  on  food 
assistance.   The  1973  Farm  Bill  was  29  pages.   The  1990  Farm  Bill  took  719  pages. 
As  a  result  USDA  programs  have  become  far  more  complex. 

USDA  employees  are  located  in  over  14,000  offices  in  more  than  3,000  counties 
across  the  U.S.    More  than  90  percent  of  its  employees  are  in  state  and  local  offices. 
Twelve  years  ago,  when  USDA's  budget  was  $25  billion,  there  were  13,000  more 
employees  than  today.   Today  USDA  is  managing  far  more  complex  programs  with 
far  fewer  people. 

ASCS  has  reduced  its  county  employment  by  5,000  in  the  last  3  years  (reducing  from 
23,949  county  employees  in  FY-88  to  18,771  in  FY-91). 

Tlie  Extension  Service,  receives  more  than  $5  billion  in  volunteer  services  annually 
from  private  citizens.    Volunteers  in  the  Forest  Service  outnumber  employees  by  a 
margin  of  two-to-one.    In  SCS,  nonfederal  personnel  and  volunteers  outnumber  federal 
employees. 

In  the  last  5  years,  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  have  closed  more  than  300  offices.   Since 
1979  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  (ARS)  has  closed  more  than  30  locations  and 
has  consolidated  activities  at  other  locations. 

The  goal  is  to  streamline  the  Department  and  deliver  services  more  effectively  and  at 
less  cost  by  strengthening  the  coordination  of  USDA's  automated  systems  to  increase 
cross-agency  sharing  of  data  and  services  to  USDA  clientele.    USDA  is  testing  8 
projects  in  16  locations  across  the  nation  as  part  of  their  "Easy  Access"  program  to 
improve  their  services  to  farmers  by  cutting  through  red  tape  and  paperwork. 

USDA  is  making  major  changes  in  equal  employment  in  USDA.   Women  are  the 
fastest  growing  group  of  employees  in  USDA,  now  accounting  for  40  percent  of  the 
workforce.   Minorities  now  represent  nearly  17  percent  of  the  USDA  workforce.   In 
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the  first  quarter  of  FY-92  about  one-half  of  the  people  hired  by  USDA  were  minorities 
or  women. 

DIVERSITY  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

USDA  is  a  large  and  diverse  Department  with  responsibilities  for  managing  traditional 
farm  program,  soil  and  water  conservation  program,  forestry  program,  domestic  food 
assistance  programs,  research  and  education  activities,  marketing  programs,  meat  and 
poultry  inspection,  rural  development,  and  many  other  important  programs.  To  carry 
out  this  work,  USDA  has  9  subcabinet  office,  42  agencies,  250  separate  programs, 
and  a  large  number  of  field  offices. 

USDA  plays  a  major  role  in  caring  for  the  nation's  poor  and  those  nutritionally  at 
risk.    Each  school  day  USDA  provides  more  than  24  million  school  lunches  around 
the  country;  about  half  of  those  free.    About  4  million  children  participate  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  on  an  average  school  day.   The  WIC  (Women,  Infants,  and 
Children)  program  serves  one-third  of  all  infants  born  inthe  United  States-virtually  all 
infants  born  below  the  poverty  line.    USDA  buys  a  third  of  all  infant  formula  bought 
in  the  U.S.  every  year.    In  addition,  1  million  senior  citizens  participate  in  the 
nutrition  program  for  the  elderly.    Almost  100,000  native  Americans  participate  in  the 
food  distribution  program  on  Indian  reservations.    In  a  typical  year,  one  in  seven 
Americans  will  be  served  by  the  food  stamp  program. 

USDA  is  a  major  force  in  environmental  and  recreation  issues.   The  Forest  Service 
employs  38  percent  of  USDA  employees  (42,000).   The  Forest  Service  manages 
almost  9  percent  of  U.S.  land-more  than  191  million  acres.   There  are  155  national 
forests—  averaging  about  the  size  of  the  state  of  Delaware.    About  40  percent  of  all 
outdoor  recreation  on  federal  lands  takes  place  on  national  forests-about  twice  as  much 
recreation  as  in  the  national  parks. 

National  forests  provide  habitat  for  80  percent  of  the  Nation's  elk,  bighorn  sheep,  and 
mountain  goats;  50  percent  of  the  trout  streams  in  the  U.S.;  50  percent  of  the  salmon 
and  steelhead  habitat  in  the  lower  48  states;  198  threatened  and  endangered  species, 
comprising  a  third  of  the  federally  listed  plants  and  animals  in  this  category;  more 
than  3,000  species  of  wildlife  and  fish;  and  more  than  10,000  species  of  plants. 
USDA  is  also  the  largest  timber  producer  in  the  U.S. 

The  Forest  Service  uses  a  satellite  to  detect  lightning  strikes.   There  may  be  more  than 
35,000  lightning  strikes  in  a  single  day  in  the  United  States.   There  are  about  60,000 
to  80,000  forest  fires  each  year.   About  90  percent  of  them  are  contained  to  10  acres 
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or  less.  The  Forest  Service  has  the  largest  firefighting  organization  in  the  world~an 
average  of  15,000  firefighters  each  summer.  During  severe  fire  seasons,  as  many  as 
35,000  additional  firefighters  have  been  employed.  Overall,  volunteers  in  the  Forest 
Service  outnumber  employees  by  a  two-to-one  margin. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service,  through  a  unique  county  level  partnership  with  state 
and  local  conservation  agencies  delivers  a  broad  array  of  programs  addressing  such 
issues  as  soil  erosion,  water  quality,  water  supply,  flood  preservation,  drought,  rural 
development  and  others.    In  1991,  SCS  assisted  over  1.2  million  landowners  and 
operators,  provided  emergency  watershed  protection  in  25  states,  and  treated  over  60 
million  acres  of  land  for  conservation  problems.   Working  with  the  13,500  SCS 
federal  employees  were  8500  volunteers  and  7000  non-federal,  state  and  local 
conservation  employees. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  about  13,500  SCS  Federal  employees  who  are 
assisted  by  8,500  volunteers  and  7,000  non-federal,  state,  and  local  conservation 
employees. 

USDA  employs  more  than  2,000  veterinarians.   In  1990  about  7,200  inspectors  in  the 
Food  safety  and  Inspection  Service  inspected  6.3  billion  poultry  and  125  million 
livestock-including  about  33  million  head  of  cattle,  1.9  million  calves,  84  million 
hogs,  5.1  million  sheep  and  lambs,  315,000  horses,  and  230  goats  at  about  7,200 
slaughter  and  processing  plants  across  the  United  States. 

In  1990  the  3,700  inspectors  in  the  National  grain  Inspection  Service  System  (FGIS) 
inspected  more  than  290  million  metric  tons  of  grain.   The  inspectors  are  user  fee 
funded.   FGIS  oversees  the  inspection  and  weighing  of  all  export  grain,  and  the  U.S. 
is  the  world's  largest  exporter  of  grains. 

The  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  service  (APHIS)  has  about  1 ,300  plant 
protection  and  quarantine  officers  working  in  279  field  offices  throughout  the  U.S.   In 
an  average  year  APHIS  inspects  about  54,000  vessels,  246,000  aircraft,  51  million 
airplane  and  cruise  ship  passengers,  almost  1  million  cargo  shipments,  156,000  rail 
cars,  1  million  vehicles  crossing  U.S.  borders,  and  8.7  million  pedestrians.   In  1990, 
APHIS  inspected  37  million  people  coming  into  the  U.S.  by  air,  36  percent  more  than 
in  1984.    In  1990  APHIS  intercepted  and  impounded  prohibited  materials  in  3.1 
million  instances.   APHIS  conducts  nearly  400  million  plant  inspections,  about  a  400 
percent  increase  since  1984. 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  (FAS)  has  80  offices  overseas  that  assist  in  farm 
export  trade  activities  in  more  than  100  countries.   In  FY-90,  FAS  trade  experts  in 
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foreign  countries  sent  2,972  trade  leads  to  Washington,  D.  C,  resulting  in  confirmed 
export  sales  of  $140  million.    FAS  also  sent  2,372  Buyer  Alert  Announcements  to 
trade  experts  overseas,  generating  confirmed  sales  of  more  than  $65  million  of  U.S. 
products.    Since  the  P.L.  480  Food  for  Peace  program  started  in  1954,  more  than  350 
million  tons  of  U.S.  agricultural  products,  with  an  export  value  of  more  than  $43 
billion,  have  been  exported  under  this  food  aid  program  under  the  supervision  of  FAS. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  carries  the  third  largest  line  of  commercial 
credit  in  the  United  states.    Its  functions  include  commodity  price  and  income  support 
programs,  inventory  management  programs,  credit  guarantees,  donations  and  sales  of 
government-owned  stocks  domestically  and  overseas.    CCC  purchases  or  ships  from 
its  inventory  more  than  5.3  million  pounds  of  commodities  for  foreign  donations  under 
the  food  for  peach  program  each  year— serving  about  63  million  needy  people  in  as 
many  as  70  countries  at  a  cost  of  $600  million  a  year.   Domestically,  CCC  purchases 
or  ships  from  about  1  billion  pounds  of  food  each  year  to  needy  people  in  the  U.S. 
through  USDA's  various  food  assistance  program. 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  (AMS)  graded  and  certified  16.8  billion  pounds  of 
meat  in  1990.    AMS  grades  about  15  billion  pounds  of  poultry  and  nearly  20  billion 
shell  eggs  annually.    AMS  bought  106  million  pounds  of  ground  beef  for  the  1990-91 
School  Lunch  and  domestic  feeding  programs.   That  is  equal  to  more  than  half  a 
billion  hamburger  patties,  which,  put  end  to  end,  would  reach  1  1/2  times  around  the 
world.    AMS  purchases  144  million  pounds  of  poultry  and  egg  products  for  the  1990- 
91  School  Lunch  Program  and  other  domestic  feeding  programs. 

More  low-income  subsidized  housing  units  are  financed  by  USDA  than  by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  (68,000  units  by  USDA's 
Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  in  1990  to  24,000  units  in  HUD).    USDA  has 
a  loan  portfolio  of  almost  $30  billion  and  is  in  the  home  loan  business  because  of  the 
limited  number  of  home  mortgage  providers  in  rural  America. 

Loss  of  wetlands  to  agricultural  uses  has  fallen  by  more  than  90  percent  in  the  last  10 
years.   Insecticides  used  on  major  crops  have  dropped  by  30  percent  (on  pounds 
applied)  in  the  last  10  years.    Overall  pesticide  use  on  major  crops  has  fallen  20 
percent.   Use  of  fertilizer  over  the  last  decade  has  dropped  by  more  than  10  percent. 

USDA  oversees  a  federal-state  research  partnership  which  employs  more  than  16,700 
scientists  located  in  every  state  and  in  many  countries  around  the  world.   Each  year, 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  (ARS)  releases  about  300  improved  germplasm  lines 
or  new  varieties.    Some  offer  better  disease  resistance,  longer  growing  seasons,  and 
improved  flavor. 
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Three  out  of  10  people  cannot  eat  milk  products  because  they  are  short  of  the  enzyme 
lactase.   ARS  has  developed  lactose  modified  milk,  ice  cream,  cheddar  cheese,  cottage 
cheese  and  other  milk  products  that  can  be  eaten  by  millions  for  the  first  time.   This 
has  boosted  milk  consumption  by  2  to  3  percent. 

The  USDA  National  Finance  center  in  New  Orleans  currently  handles  the  payroll  for 
USDA,  and  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Education,  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  State,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Library  of  Congress,  the 
Smithsonian  Institution,  and  some  of  the  Treasury  Department.   The  Office  of  Finance 
Management  (OFM)  in  USDA  pays  about  280,000  Government  employees  bi-weekly 
(expected  to  reach  428,000  when  the  payrolls  of  Treasury  and  Justice  are  transferred 
to  USDA),  with  a  current  annual  disbursement  of  more  than  $7  billion.   OFM  handles 
the  Thrift  Savings  Plan  record-keeping  for  the  entire  civilian  Government. 

The  Cooperative  Extension  System  in  the  United  States  is  the  most  extensive  non- 
formal  educational  system  in  the  world  directly  tied  to  universities  and  bringing  new 
research  results  to  agriculture,  families,  youth,  and  communities.   Nearly  3  million 
volunteers  work  with  about  1 1 ,000  Extension  agents  to  help  more  than  48  million 
citizens  annually.    Nearly  51,000  volunteers  help  provide  nutrition  education  to  low 
income  families  in  all  50  states.   4-H  serves  nearly  5  1/2  million  young  people,  aided 
by  more  than  a  half  million  volunteers. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  I  now  recognize  the  chairman  of  the  full  commit- 
tee, Mr.  de  la  Garza,  who  has  given  this  subcommittee  the  instruc- 
tions I  referred  to  in  my  opening  statement. 

Mr.  Chairman. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  E  (KIKA)  de  la  GARZA,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

The  Chairman.  I  commend  you  and  the  members  of  the  sub- 
committee for  holding  this  hearing.  The  process  actually  began  last 
year  when  two  of  you  served  on  the  task  force  of  Secretary  Mad- 
igan  that  went  out  in  the  countryside  and  gathered  information 
about  what  needed  to  be  done. 

It  is  well  that  you  begin  the  process  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
these  three  distinguished  gentlemen — two  of  whom  are  former  col- 
leagues with  whom  I  enjoyed  very  much  my  service  in  this  commit- 
tee and  when  they  were  Secretaries.  I  would  also  like  to  welcome 
very  respectfully  and  very  humbly,  one  of  my  heroes.  Secretary 
Freeman.  When  I  came  here  as  a  very  young  member  of  this  com- 
mittee, he  was  very  kind  and  generous  with  his  time.  Eventually, 
he  worked  his  way  up  to  being  one  of  my  heroes,  and  I  have  very 
few  heroes,  Mr.  Chairman.  [Laughter.] 

But  he  certainly  is  one  of  them. 

We  appreciate  all  three  of  you  being  here. 

Mr.  Chairman,  USDA  must  be  sensitive  to  all  whom  it  serves — 
farmers,  ranchers,  producers,  all  who  encompass  the  spectrum  of 
agribusiness,  our  exporters,  our  importers,  and  in  the  end  all  con- 
sumers. So  that  is  what  we're  going  to  have  to  begin  the  process 
with.  The  bureaucracy  and  the  establishment  needs  to  be  sensitive 
to  all  those  whom  it  should  serve. 

As  most  of  us  know,  this  Department  was  established  by  Presi- 
dent Lincoln  to  serve  rural  America.  The  role  has  changed  now  be- 
cause it  encompasses  everyone  from  farmers  to  consumers.  It  is  the 
only  area  bringing  money  back  from  abroad,  Mr.  Chairman.  We 
feed  ourselves.  We  help  feed  the  world.  The  guidance  all  has  to 
come — aside  from  freedom  and  the  democratic  principles — from  this 
Department. 

We  are  involved  now  in  a  great  mission  regarding  health  care. 
I  was  concerned  that  health  care  might  be  aimed  solely  at  reducing 
costs  of  doctors  and  hospitals.  I  was  concerned  that  they  weren't 
going  to  encompass  the  entire  process  of  what  health  care  is. 
Health  care  begins  with  prevention.  It  is  better  that  people  don't 
get  sick,  don't  have  diseases,  and  don't  have  ailments,  rather  than 
to  be  looking  at  how  to  take  care  of  them  afterwards. 

Prevention  begins  with  nutrition.  Preventive  medicine  begins 
with  nutrition.  We  provide  the  safest  food  in  the  world  in  the  his- 
tory of  the  world,  the  healthiest  food  of  the  world  in  the  history  of 
the  world,  the  best-looking  food  in  the  world  in  the  history  of  the 
world.  All  this  has  been  because  of  those  who  have  served  at 
USDA — ^the  three  gentlemen  here  and  those  before  them  and  all 
who  have  worked  at  the  USDA. 

Somehow  USDA  got  too  large.  Its  mission  got  too  cumbersome. 
Now  we  need  a  more  compact,  more  energetic  organization.  This  is 
my  charge  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  make  USDA  worthy  of 
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the  individual  who  estabUshed  it  in  the  first  place,  President  Lin- 
coln. 

That  is  my  charge  to  you  and  the  subcommittee,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Do  any  other  members  have  brief  opening  statements? 

Mr.  Smith. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  F.  (BOB)  SMITH,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 
OREGON 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  this  side  will  agree  to  cooperate  with 
you  throughout  this  study,  which  is  essential  to  the  future  effi- 
ciency of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  agriculture  in  general. 

I  am  sure  there  are  more  principles  than  I  have  identified  but 
at  least  to  begin  with,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  appears  to  me  that  reorga- 
nization of  any  kind — certainly  in  this  case — should  be  driven  by 
efficiency  and  service  improvements  and  not  achieving  specialized 
budget  goals. 

Second,  any  reorganization  plan,  it  seems  to  me,  must  go  beyond 
administrative  structure  and  include  elements  to  reduce  bureau- 
cratic redtape  and  paperwork  for  USDA  field  personnel  and  for 
farmers  alike. 

Third,  each  restructuring  idea  should  be  judged  by  its  utility,  not 
its  press  release  value. 

Fourth,  we  must  guard  against  those  who  would  use  reorganiza- 
tion as  a  scheme  to  dismantle  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  am  sure  there  are  others,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  statement 
which  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record.  Beginning  this  long 
road,  we  join  you  enthusiastically  and  look  forward  to  this  hearing. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Smith  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

ROBERT  F.  SMITH 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

MARCH  11,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  today's  hearing  begins  what  promises  to  be  a  long  and 
complex  effort.   Recent  calls  for  the  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  have  come  from  many  quarters  and  for  many  reasons. 

While  this  hearing  is  the  first  of  this  newly  constituted  Subcommittee, 
we  all  recognize  that  considerable  work  has  already  done  on  this  subject. 
You,  Mr.  Roberts  and  Deputy  Secretary  Ann  Venemen  have  traveled  the 
countryside  to  hear  from  industry  representatives,  farmers  and  USDA  employees 
about  their  reorganization  ideas. 

Department  reorganization  was  the  subject  of  legislation  during  the 
102nd  Congress  by  Senator  Leahy  and  Congressman  Glickman,  each  introducing 
their  own  bill.   Senator  Lugar  has  taken  a  close  look  at  this  matter  as  well. 

Former  Secretary  Madigan,  along  with  0MB,  conducted  an  exhaustive  study 
of  the  USDA  county-based  field  structure,  finally  recommending  the 
consolidation  and  closure  of  over  1,000  offices.   A  similar  study  has  been 
underway  with  respect  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.   Secretary  Madigan  presented 
county-based  field  structure  proposal  and  his  Washington  headquarters 
streamlining  plan  on  this  last  day  in  office. 

Secretary  Espy  has  said  his  ideas  about  reorganization  begin  in  the 
front  office.   He  has  stated  that  he  will  begin  streamlining  at  USDA's 
headquarters,  an  approach  that  I  believe  makes  sense. 

The  notion  of  USDA  Reorganization  means  different  things  to  different 
people.   Their  ideas  contain  among  them  the  broadest  possible  array  of  goals. 
To  some,  it  is  the  process  by  which  they  hope  to  dismantle  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.   While  to  others,  it  means  some  adjustments  at  the  margins  in 
order  to  improve  efficiency  and  eliminate  waste. 

I  think  the  Chairman  of  this  Subcommittee  has  chosen  a  logical  course  in 
deciding  to  begin  our  examination  of  this  issue  in  the  broadest  possible 
terms.   Because  of  the  massive  size  of  the  Department  and  the  complex  array  of 
programs  it  administers,  it  is  important  to  approach  this  subject  in  a 
methodical,  deliberative  manner. 

A  number  of  principles  will  guide  my  own  analysis  of  various  proposals, 
which  will  be  presented  to  this  Committee.   First,  the  reorganization  process 
should  not  be  driven  by  the  budget.   I  am  a  strong  and  vocal  advocate  of 
budget  savings ,  Chairman  Stenholm  and  I  have  worked  for  years  to  secure 
adoption  of  the  Balanced  Budget  Amendment. 

However,  it  simply  doesn't  make  sense  to  peg  the  value  of  reorganization 
at  an  arbitrary  dollar  figure,  and  then  "reorganize"  until  we  achieve  those 
savings.   Only  disaster  lies  down  that  road. 
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vnille  I  expect  reorganization  will  reap  significant  savings  for  the 
American  taxpayer,  our  decisions  should  be  based  upon  the  rational  delivery  of 
services  to  the  fanners,  ranchers  and  other  "consumers"  of  USDA  programs. 

Second,  while  we  In  Washington  fuss  over  organization  charts,  USDA  field 
employees  and  farmers  think  reorganization  should  fix  red  tape  and  paperwork 
hassles.   I  believe  this  should  be  an  important  focus  of  our  efforts  as  well. 
It  won't  do  any  good  If  we  shuffle  the  signs  on  office  doors  If  producers  see 
no  Improvement  In  basic  services. 

Third,  reorganization  should  serve  functional,  not  political,  criteria. 
There  Is  no  magic  number  of  office  closings,  no  perfect  level  of  personnel 
cuts,  and  no  Ideal  rearrangement  of  organizational  charts.   Folding  three 
agencies  Into  one  Is  not  Inherently  better  than  folding  two  agencies  Into  one. 
In  some  cases,  leaving  something  alone  will  be  smarter  than  trying  to  fix  It. 

For  must  of  us,  It  seems  natural  that  a  day  care  center  would  be 
organized  one  way  and  an  Infantry  platoon  another.   Form  follows  function. 
Each  part  of  USDA  exists  for  a  reason,  our  job  Is  to  reveal  this  purpose  and 
determine  If  the  organization  Is  serving  It.   Function  should  determine 
structure,  not  politics.  We  have  a  responsibility  to  keep  this  process 
rational.   Whatever  we  come  up  with,  It  should  be  Judged  by  well  It  will  do 
the  Job. 

And  finally,  we  must  guard  against  the  possibility  that  the 
"reorganizing"  process  does  not  become  a  "dismantling"  process.   There  are 
people  in  this  town  who  would  gladly  carve  up  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
They  would  send  Its  various  parts  to  the  Department  of  Interior,  to  the  EPA, 
to  the  FDA  and  elsewhere.   To  borrow  from  a  former  player  on  the  world  stage, 
we  must  take  care  that  we  do  not  sell  them  the  rope  they  hang  us  with. 

Today's  witnesses  will  have  much  to  offer.   The  guidance  of  former 
Agriculture  Secretaries  will  no  doubt  prove  helpful  In  addressing  today's 
challenge.   The  Insights  of  the  academic  community  will  help  define  the 
current  body  of  thought  about  the  administration  of  large  organizations.   The 
business  community  can  offer  Ideas  from  the  private  sector  which  may  prove 
valuable  for  our  public  sector  responsibilities. 

I  look  forward  to  their  testimony  and  their  response  to  questions  of  my 
colleagues . 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Smith. 
Mr.  EngUsh. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GLENN  ENGLISH,  A  REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OKLA- 
HOMA 

Mr.  English.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  don't  have  a  formal  statement,  but  I  would  like  to  welcome 
three  outstanding  former  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  to  this  commit- 
tee once  again.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  hear  from  them. 

I  would  also  Uke  to  commend  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  holding 
these  hearings.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  question  that  this  is  real- 
ly the  beginning  not  just  of  reorganization  but  of  major  changes 
that  will  come  about  not  only  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
structurally  but  among  the  various  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  I  think  we  are  all  well  aware  that  those 
changes  will  likely  begin  in  the  1995  farm  bill.  In  fact,  it  will  begin 
before  the  1995  farm  bill. 

I  think  we  are  looking  at  a  very  challenging  period  in  the  history 
of  this  committee  and  certainly  one  that  is  going  to  be  of  major  im- 
portance to  our  farmers  as  well  as  others  who  depend  upon  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture. 

Again,  I  commend  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Barrett. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  the  interest  of  time,  I  would  simply  echo  the  commendation 
to  you  for  calling  this  hearing.  I  think  it  is  interesting  that  we  have 
alumni  of  the  USDA  and  also  other  experts  to  share  their  good 
ideas  and  thoughts  on  this  complex  reorganization  process.  I  think 
this  is  the  ideal  kick  off.  I  look  forward  to  the  testimony  today  and 
subsequent  hearings  laying  the  groundwork  to  reorganize  the 
USDA. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Glickman. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DAN  GLICKMAN,  A  REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Glickman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  just  wanted  to  say  that  this  is  an  important  issue.  I  have 
passed  a  statement  around  that  I  would  like  to  be  a  part  of  the 
record. 

I  am  introducing  a  bill  today  that  will  begin  the  reorganization 
process  at  both  the  central  office  level  and  the  field  office  level, 
again,  only  to  stimulate  the  debate. 

While  I  think  that  some  of  the  criticism  the  USDA  has  received 
has  been  excessive,  as  Mr.  Roberts  has  said,  I  think  some  of  it  has 
been  justified.  It  is  an  agency  that  does  need  streamlining,  and  I 
know  that  you,  Mr.  Roberts,  and  others  have  taken  the  lead  in  this 
kind  of  thing. 

My  bill  is  a  beginning.  I  think  it  might  find  some  ways  to  make 
the  Department  function  better  and  save  a  lot  of  money  in  the 
process.  There  are  a  lot  of  different  ideas  here. 
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I  appreciate  the  fact  that  you  are  holding  this  hearing  and  taking 
a  leadership  role.  I  appreciate  the  former  Secretaries  being  here  as 
well. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Glickman  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 
THE  HONORABLE  DAN  GUCKMAN  (D-KS) 

AT  A  PUBUC  HEARING  OF  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

10:00  AM.  THURSDAY,  MARCH  11,  1993 

1300  LONGWORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING 

WASHINGTON,  D.  C. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN:  One  of  our  colleagues  on  the  Committee  is  fond  of  remarking, 
correctly,  that  reform  for  reform's  sake  can  be  a  counterproductive  thing.  That, 
however,  is  not  the  case  with  the  subject  at  hand,  reorganizing  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  You  are  to  be  commending  for  scheduling  this  hearing  and  taking  on 
an  enormous  but  necessary  and,  in  the  end,  productive  task. 

I  am  convinced  that  it  is  also  a  long  overdue  task.  We  have  passed,  in  my 
mind,  the  time  for  study.  Numerous  reports  from  the  General  Accounting  Office  and 
the  Department  itself  have  laid  out  options.  To  his  credit,  though  some  of  us  may 
have  criticized  his  specific  recommendations,  former  Secretary  Madigan  took  up  the 
issue.  I  am  especially  pleased  Secretary  Espy  has  made  this  one  of  his  top  priorities 
and  that  the  President,  in  his  economic  proposal,  has  endorsed  the  concept. 

I  am  introducing  a  bill  to  accomplish  a  reorganization.  It  expands  on  the 
legislation  I  introduced  in  the  last  Congress  which  consolidated  several  of  USDA 
farmer  programs  into  one  new  entity,  a  Farm  Services  Administration,  and  set  out 
guidelines  for  reorganizing  USDA's  present  field  office  structure. 

This  bill  contains  that  essential  element  plus  it  will  realign  USDA's 
headquarters.  I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  Secretary  Espy;  the  latter  is  the  essential 
first  step  in  revamping  the  entire  bureaucracy.  In  fact,  my  legislation  is  based  on 
some  of  the  ideas  the  Secretary  has  discussed  for  headquarters  reorganization. 

Rather  than  going  into  the  details  of  the  bill,  especially  the  headquarters,  let 
me  touch  on  the  principles  I  used  in  drafting  the  plan.  I  will,  for  your  reference  and 
for  other  Members  and  interested  parties,  attached  a  summary  of  my  legislation  to 
this  statement. 

One  of  the  principles,  I  can  assure  you,  was  not  to  stir  up  controversy,  but  I 
knew  this  bill  will  do  that;  it  already  has.  I  have  heard,  even  before  introducing  it, 
a  number  of  criticisms  of  it.  I  do  not  doubt  it  has  flaws,  but  to  my  critics,  I  want 
to  borrow  a  line  popular,  with  good  reason,  now  in  Washington:  If  you  have 
problems  with  the  plan  and  suggestions,  let  me  see  the  specifics.  As  I  said,  I  think 
we  are  beyond  the  point  of  study  and  vague  to  vacuous  concept  papers.    It  is  time 
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for  concrete  plans  to  debate;  here  is  one. 

I  have  attempted  to  tailor  form  to  function  and  match  activities  with  their 
audiences.  As  I  look  at  USDA  right  now,  I  see  the  reverse  at  best  with  functions 
folloMdng  form  and  at  worst,  a  hodgepodge  of  mismatched  activities  and  audiences. 

I  have  put  the  farm  programs  under  one  roof,  the  rural  development  programs 
not  already  consolidated,  all  the  consumer  programs  go  another  place,  and  the 
research  programs  another.  I  have  centralized  all  of  the  administrative  and 
operational  functions  of  USDA  under  one  officer.  It  simply  does  not  make  sense, 
to  me,  to  have  separate  financial,  public  affairs,  congressional  affairs,  and  personnel, 
to  name  just  a  few,  functions  spread  throughout  all  of  USDA's  constituent  parts. 

For  example,  as  we  all  know,  right  now  the  delivery  of  programs  designed  to 
assist  farmers  is  divided  among  a  plethora  of  agencies.  One  handles  price  supports, 
another  technical  assistance,  another  provides  crop  insurance,  and  yet  another  offers 
credit  assistance.  Not  only  is  that  structure  inefficient,  it  adds  to  the  already 
bewildering  complexity  of  the  blizzard  of  paperwork  a  farmer  has  to  wade  through. 

One  stop  shopping,  a  gosJ  I  think  most  of  us  want  to  achieve,  is  more  thsm 
simply  housing  an  alphabet  soup  of  USDA  agencies  under  one  roof  A  farmer  ought 
to  be  able  to  go  into  one  office  of  one  single  USDA  entity,  fill  out  one  set  of  forms, 
abbreviated  and  simplified  ones  at  that,  to  do  business  with  his  government. 

That  brings  me  to  the  second  principle:  This  is  the  people's  government. 
While  that  sounds  simple  and  straightforward,  I  can  assure  you  not  many  Kansas 
farmers  think  so.  Reorganizing,  or  reinventing,  USDA  needs  to  include  more  than 
just  redrawing  the  organizational  chart.  It  also  ought  to  include  making  it  more 
user-friendly  and  that  means  cutting  down  on  paperwork.  That  also  means  that, 
quite  frankly,  we  need  to  make  the  programs  simpler,  whether  they  are  farm 
programs  or  food  stamps. 

Ironically,  it  was  one  of  the  Tammany  Hall  politicians  who  remarked  that  "A 
reformer  is  a  guy  who  rides  through  a  sewer  in  a  glass-bottomed  boat."  I  am  not 
sure  I  would  have  expressed  it  quite  that  way,  but  I  think  there  is  a  message  there: 
We,  especially  those  of  us  on  the  Agriculture  Committee,  are  most  familiar  with  the 
bureaucracy.  We  created  it  and  let  it  grow  and  grow  unchecked  for  years  and  it  is 
up  to  us  to  step  up  the  plate  and  mtike  the  changes. 

I  look  forwtird  to  working  with  you  on  what  I  consider  to  be  one  of  the  most 
important  jobs  the  Committee  has  to  accomplish  this  Congress. 

(Attachment   follows:) 
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THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1993 

BY  MR.  GUCKMAN 


The  Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993  lays  out  a  three- 
pronged  plan  to  reorganize  USDA  and  make  it  more  efficient: 

I.  streamlining  USDA's  headquarters  operation; 

II.  restructuring  USDA's  field  office  network;  and 

III.  simplifying  USDA's  paperwork  requirements. 

/.    STREAMLINING  HEADQUARTERS 

The  legislation  reaUgns  the  Department  of  Agriculture  into  ten  functional  areas 
headed  by  the  office  of  the  secretary,  an  executive  secretariat,  six  under  secretaries, 
general  counsel,  and  inspector  general: 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY:  The  office  of  the  Secretary  will  be  charged 
with  overall  leadership  of  the  Depeutment. 

EXECUTIVE  SECRETARIAT:  Headed  by  the  Deputy  Secretary,  the  Executive 
Secretariat  will  consolidate  into  one  place  all  department-wide  administrative  and 
managerial  activities  such  as  personnel,  information,  and  financial  systems  including 
the  administrative  functions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  The  EJxecutive 
Secretariat  will  be  responsible  for  public  affairs,  including  media  relations,  throughout 
the  Department  and  the  congressional  liaison  and  intergovernmental  affairs  of  each 
intra-departmental  agency.  The  Ekecutive  Secretariat  will  oversee  adjudicatory 
agencies  and  functions  in  the  Department,  including  the  National  Appeals  Division 
to  hear  appeals  related  to  all  farmer  services  programs. 

GENERAL  COUNSEL:  The  General  Counsel  will  have  responsibility  for  all 
departmental  legal  matters. 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL:  The  Inspector  General  will  have  responsibility  for 
departmental  oversight. 
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UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  FARM  PROGRAMS:  The  Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  Programs  will  have  jurisdiction  for  all  programs  providing  direct  tissistance  to 
farmers,  including  '{arm  price  and  income  support,  farm  financing,  crop  insurance,  and 
technical  assistance.  The  programs  will  be  consolidated  into  a  new  Farmer  Services 
Administration  and  will  include  the  farm  price  and  income  support  programs  of  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  farmer  lending  programs  of 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  farmer  education 
and  assistance  programs  of  the  Extension  Service. 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT:  The  Under  Secretary 
for  Rural  Development  will  have  jurisdiction  for  programs  in  the  Department  related 
to  rural  development,  including  those  in  the  Rural  Development  and  Rural 
Electrification  Administrations,  and  the  housing,  community  facilities,  and  business 
and  industry  loan  programs  of  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  INTERNATIONAL  PROGRAMS:  The  Under 
Secretary  for  International  Programs  will  oversee  the  Department's  trade  policy  and 
export  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  and  Office 
of  International  Cooperation  and  Development. 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  NATURAL  RESOURCES  AND  ENVIRONMENT: 
The  Under  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment  will  have  jurisdiction 
for  programs  affecting  natural  resources,  conservation,  and  the  environment  generally. 
The  under  secretary  will  have  jurisdiction  over  the  Forest  Service,  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  conservation  cost  share  programs  of  the  Agricultural  Conservation  and 
Stabilization  Service,  and  natural  resource  programs  of  the  Extension  Service.  The 
under  secretary  will  also  have  responsibility  for  energy  eind  pesticide  programs. 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  CONSUMER  AND  MARKETING  SERVICFiJ: 
The  Under  Secretary  for  Consimier  and  Marketing  Services  will  have  authority  for 
the  Department's  food  and  nutrition,  inspection,  and  marketing  programs.  The 
jurisdiction  will  include  nutrition  programs,  food  stamps,  meat  and  grain  inspection, 
marketing  programs,  and  the  consimier  assistance  programs  of  the  Ebctension  Service. 

UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  RESEARCH;  The  Under  Secretary  for  Research 
will  have  responsibility  for  all  research  efforts  and  economic  analysis. 

//.    RESTRUCTURING  THE  FIELD  OFFICE  NETWORK 

The  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  within  five  years  of  enactment, 
to  consolidate  existing  Department  of  Agriculture  field  offices  into  new  multi-county 
district  Farm  Services  Administration  offices. 
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Before  establishing  the  new  district  office  system,  the  Secretary  must  issue 
guidelines  for  the  consolidation.  The  guidelines,  which  must  be  published  for  public 
comment  before  implementation,  are  to  include  the  following  criteria  - 

o  number  of  farms  and  farmers  in  each  administrative  area; 

o  geographic  size  of  each  administrative  tirea; 

o  amount  and  kind  of  crops  grown  in  each  administrative  area; 

o  cost  of  operating  the  office  compared  to  the  benefits  it  administers; 

o  inconvenience  to  farmers  of  the  size  of  the  administrative  area; 

o  ability  to  service  efficiently  the  administrative  area; 

o  abiUty  of  farmers  to  utilize  user-friendly  application  processes;  and 

o  extent  to  the  paperwork  burden  on  farmers  has  been  streamUned. 

The  guideUnes  must  also  delineate  circumstances  under  which  the  Secretary  may 
establish  administrative  areas  of  single  counties. 

The  bill  establishes  a  new  system  of  farmer-elected  committees.  Each  new 
administrative  office  will  have  just  one  comprehensive  committee,  responsible  for  all 
the  programs  administrated  by  the  Farm  Services  Administration  in  that  area. 

///.    SIMPUFYING  PAPERWORK 

The  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  a  centralized  data 
system  for  information  regarding  services  provided  to  farmers  and  information 
required  for  participation  in  farm  programs. 

The  Secretary  must  examine  all  forms,  applications,  and  other  information 
requests  and  eliminate  duplication  to  save  time  for  farmers.  The  Secretary  must 
also  establish  a  system  for  allowing  farmers  to  enroll  in  programs  with  one,  user- 
friendly,  application  process  that  may  be  completed  and  filed  with  the  Farm  Services 
Administration  electronically,  by  facsimile,  by  mail,  or  other  means  appropriate  to 
ease  the  paperwork  burden  on  farmers. 

The  bill  sets  a  goal  for  Congress  to  make  simplification  of  programs  a  primary 
goal  of  future  farm  legislation. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Canady. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  T.  CANADY,  A  REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  Canady.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  will  add  briefly  my  support  for  this  effbrt  and  my  commenda- 
tion of  you  for  initiating  this  process.  It  is  an  important  process 
that  is  before  us.  There  is  an  urgent  need  for  reorganization  of  the 
Department,  in  my  opinion,  and  I  believe  that  as  we  undertake  this 
process  it  is  critical  that  we  focus  on  the  two  tasks  of  cutting  exces- 
sive bureaucracy  within  the  Department,  and  assuring  that  essen- 
tially services  are  provided  to  American  agriculture. 

I  believe  that  we  can  do  both  those  things  and  I  look  forward  to 
this  being  the  beginning  of  that  process. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Canady  follows:] 


47 


MR.  CANADY  OF  FLORIDA 

before  the  Subcommittee  on 

DEPARTMENTAL  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

March  11,  1993 


Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.   I  commend  you  and  Mr.  Smith  on 
your  foresight  in  calling  this  hearing  and  moving 
forward  with  the  USDA  reorganization  process. 

I  believe  the  task  we  have  before  us  is  both 
urgent  and  formidable.   Today,  USDA's  mandated  duties 
are  far  greater  than  President  Lincoln  would  have  ever 
imagined  when  he  formed  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture.   USDA  has  grown  to  42  agencies  —  with  42 
separate  press  operations  to  go  with  them,  112,000+ 
employees,  a  fleet  of  airplanes  and  automobiles.   The 
Department's  mission  statement  covers  virtually  every 
aspect  of  our  lives  —  from  the  clothes  we  wear,  the 
food  we  eat,  the  air  we  breathe,  the  ground  we  walk  on, 
to  the  homes  and  towns  we  live  in.   It  is  obvious  that 
agriculture  is  but  a  small  part  of  USDA's  overall 
mission. 

In  our  review  of  the  Department's  operations,  and 
the  methods  by  which  the  Department  provides  services 
to  the  American  public,  we  must  ensure  that  USDA  is 
streamlined  for  greater  efficiency,  not  further 
burdened  to  a  point  of  inaction.   It  is  essential  that 

(1) 
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we  cut  the  excessive  bureaucracy  within  the  department 
—  but  not  reduce  the  essential  services  that  the 
department  provides  to  American  agriculture. 

America's  agriculture  producers  are  coming  into 
the  21st  century.  They  are  using  computers  for  just 
about  every  aspect  of  their  operations.  Why  can't  they 
communicate  with  USDA  field  offices  through  computer 
lines?  Farmers  could  update  their  ASCS,  SCS  or  FmHA 
applications  by  computer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  move  through  this  process,  it 
is  my  hope  that  we  will  review  these  kinds  of  questions 
and  provide  answers  that  will  help  us  secure  sound 
changes  in  the  way  USDA  performs  its  daily  tasks  for 
the  American  farmer  and  the  American  citizen.   Again, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  you  for  calling  this  hearing 
and  look  forward  to  hearing  today's  witnesses. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Bishop. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  SANFORD  D.  BISHOP,  JR.,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr.  Bishop.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I,  too,  am  very  pleased  to  be  a  part  of  this  process.  In  the  district 
I  come  from  with  some  of  the  recommendations  that  came  out  of 
the  last  administration,  a  great  deal  of  anxiety  and  anguish  was 
beginning  to  develop.  We  have  now  an  opportunity  to  really  look 
seriously  and  closely  at  the  reorganization  of  the  Department, 
hopefully  with  the  mission,  as  stated  by  the  Secretary,  of  better, 
more  efficiently  and  effectively  delivering  the  services  through  serv- 
ing the  Department's  mission,  but  at  the  same  time  maintaining 
the  high  level  of  efficiency  and  service  at  the  ground  level,  where 
the  rubber  meets  the  road. 

I  am  happy  to  be  a  part  of  this.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from 
the  three  Secretaries.  I  am  very  awed  to  be  in  the  presence  of  Sec- 
retary Freeman.  I  was  in  high  school  studying  government  in  1961. 
I  memorized  that  name  never  expecting  that  I  would  have  an  op- 
portunity to  meet  the  face  and  the  gentleman.  I  am  delighted  to  be 
here  with  you. 

But  I  do,  Mr.  Chairman,  very  much  want  to  be  a  part  of  this 
process  and  be  sure  that  the  farmers  who  desperately  need  the 
services  the  Department  provides  are  not  short-changed  at  all  and 
that  they  are  involved  in  the  process  and  have  input  so  that  they 
can  direct  us  and  tell  us  how  best  the  Department  can  help  them 
to  carry  out  their  mission. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Ewing. 

Mr.  Ewing.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

If  my  colleague  is  awed  to  be  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Freeman, 
how  do  you  think  I  feel  being  in  the  presence  of  my  predecessor, 
Mr.  Madigan,  and  a  constituent  of  mine.  [Laughter.] 

I  have  always  said  that  George  Bush  did  an  excellent  job  of  pick- 
ing his  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  [Laughter.] 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  have  you  here  and  I  look  forward  to  the  testi- 
mony on  reorganization  for  the  Department. 

With  that,  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Holden. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  TIM  HOLDEN,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Holden.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  commend  you  also,  as  my  colleagues  have,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
beginning  this  process  for  the  absolute  essential  need  to  improve 
USDA's  delivery  of  services. 

I,  too,  have  been  approached  by  many  constituents  who  believe 
that  for  budgetary  reasons  we  have  to  streamline  the  USDA.  I 
share  the  thoughts  of  Secretary  Espy,  who  believes  that  the  reorga- 
nization should  be  and  must  start  at  the  top  right  here  in  Washing- 
ton, DC. 

With  all  due  respect  to  Mr.  Madigan,  who  put  together  a  fine 
plan  for  reorganization,  there  were  some  flaws  in  it,  and  there  were 
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some  flaws  in  Pennsylvania.  In  my  district,  one  of  the  offices  that 
was  most  productive  and  provided  the  most  services  was  scheduled 
to  be  closed  and  other  offices  that  were  less  productive  were  not 
scheduled  to  be  closed. 

I  am  sure  that  was  just  an  oversight,  but  when  we  begin  this 
process,  I  think  we  have  to  do  it  thoroughly  and  make  sure  that 
the  people  who  need  the  services  are  able  to  get  them,  and  where 
there  is  waste,  it  must  be  eliminated. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  thank  my  colleagues. 

I  want  to  make  a  couple  of  other  announcements. 

Secretary  Espy  or  a  top  USDA  official  will  be  the  first  witness 
in  the  next  hearing  on  Department  reorganization.  We  will  be 
awaiting  the  Secretary's  recommendations  to  this  committee  before 
we  will  proceed  with  any  additional  hearings.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  his  team  is  now  taking  shape.  There  are  some  confirma- 
tions that  are  now  being  made.  At  a  very  early  date  we  should 
have  the  complete  recommendations  from  Secretary  Espy  as  to  the 
direction  that  he  recommends  we  go. 

At  that  time,  we  will  schedule  additional  hearings,  including  field 
hearings,  as  everyone  here  has  stated  their  desire  to  do  an  in-depth 
look  into  the  structure  and  reorganization  before  making  any  rec- 
ommendations, working  very  closely  with  Secretary  Espy. 

Ms.  Lambert,  do  you  have  an  opening  statement  you  would  like 
to  make? 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BLANCHE  M.  LAMBERT,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 
ARKANSAS 

Ms.  Lambert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  bringing  us  all  to- 
gether for  this  important  issue.  I  am  delighted  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  hear  the  thoughts  and  advice  of  the  members  of  our  first 
panel. 

Coming  from  a  tremendous  agricultural  background  and  district, 
I  have  the  utmost  respect  for  the  dedicated  service  that  these  three 
gentlemen  gave  to  American  agriculture  during  their  respective 
tenures  as  Secretary. 

As  we  consider  the  reorganization  of  USDA,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  that  we  will  be  constantly  mindful  of  the  mission  of  any  such 
reorganization:  To  improve  the  efficiency  and  quality  of  services 
provided  in  the  field.  I  support  Secretary  Espy's  plan  to  begin  reor- 
ganization here  in  Washington,  DC  before  moving  to  the  field  of- 
fices. 

For  too  long  now,  the  enormous  bureaucracy  at  the  Department 
has  served  as  a  starting  point  for  criticism  of  agriculture  as  a 
whole.  In  addition,  we  shouldn't  ask  our  field  offices  to  reorganize 
until  we  in  Washington,  DC  prove  that  we  are  capable  of  the  same. 

Also,  it  is  my  hope  that  in  today's  climate  of  deficit  reduction  and 
spending  cuts  that  reorganization  is  not  driven  solely  as  a  means 
to  save  money.  While  savings  are  very  important,  in  light  of  the  re- 
cently proposed  farm  program  cuts,  as  well  as  concerns  over  the 
impact  of  pending  trade  agreements,  the  last  thing  that  our  farm- 
ers need  is  a  reduction  in  basic  and  necessary  services  provided  in 
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the  field.  We  owe  it  to  them  to  improve  these  services,  not  to  weak- 
en them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  Secretary  Espy  develops  his  plan  for  reorga- 
nization, I  hope  that  he  as  well  as  this  committee  will  actively  seek 
the  ideas  and  advice  of  the  members  of  our  first  panel.  I  certainly 
look  forward  to  hearing  their  testimony  today. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  It  is  now  my  distinct  pleasure  to  welcome  each 
of  the  three  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  before  us  today,  a  very  dis- 
tinguished panel  and  I  think  a  very  proper  way  to  begin  the  delib- 
erations which  we  start  today. 

First  we  recognize  the  Honorable  Orville  L.  Freeman,  former  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  from  1961  to  1969,  that  period  in  the  history 
of  the  world  where  this  member  began  both  my  political  career  as 
well  as  my  involvement  in  agriculture  after  graduating  from  Texas 
Tech  University.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  Freeman. 

STATEMENT  OF  ORVILLE  L.  FREEMAN,  FORMER  SECRETARY, 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr  Freeman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  mem- 
bers of  the  Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Nutri- 
tion, of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  my  successors  as  USDA  Sec- 
retary. Secretary  Bergland,  who  you  all  know  comes  from  the  great 
State  of  Minnesota.  We  worked  together  during  the  years  that  I 
was  Grovernor.  Secretary  Madigan,  I  have  admired  your  work  on 
this  committee  and  what  you  did  in  a  relatively  short  period.  I 
think  you  have  pointed  some  direction  that  will  be  very  important 
as  the  new  Secretary  formulates  his  program. 

I  do  want  to  say  that  it  is  wonderful  to  see  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee  here.  He  has  given  this  committee,  as  we  all  know, 
very  dedicated  and  effective  service  for  many  years.  I  don't  know 
anyone  who  has  told  the  story  of  agriculture  as  dramatically  and 
as  effectively  in  as  many  forums  as  Chairman  de  la  Garza. 

In  preparing  this  testimony,  my  mind  reached  back  to  my  first 
appearance  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which  took  place  before  the 
fiill  committee  on  February  21,  1961.  I  find  it  difficult  to  believe 
that  that  was  more  than  30  years  ago.  I  do  remember  vividly  how 
uptight  I  was  on  that  occasion. 

I  believe  there  is  only  one  Member  of  the  U.S.  Congress  today 
who  was  a  member  of  that  committee.  That  gentleman,  as  you  all 
probably  know,  today  is  the  minority  leader  in  the  U.S.  Senate, 
Robert  Dole.  I  do  recall  vividly  that  he  gave  me  a  very  rough  time. 
[Laughter.] 

Since  we  have  become  good  friends  and  I  admire  the  fine  service 
he  has  rendered  his  country  in  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  and 
in  the  Agriculture  Committees  in  both  bodies. 

It  is  rewarding  to  look  back  and  recollect  that  the  first  major 
piece  of  legislation  that  passed  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
in  President  Kennedy's  first  year  was  the  feed  grain  bill  that  the 
House  committee  voted  out  recommending  passage.  It  survived  a 
House  vote  with  a  two- vote  margin.  That  was  the  beginning  of  a 
supply  management  program  that  made  it  possible  to  bring  enor- 
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mous  surpluses  under  control  and  get  supply  and  demand  in  rough 
balance. 

Some  of  you  may  recall  that  at  that  time  the  Nation  was  out  of 
storage  space  for  grain,  that  even  the  idled  military  mothball  fleet 
was  full  of  grain.  In  effect,  it  was  a  grain  storage  bin. 

Enough  recollections.  Thank  you  for  indulging  me. 

Chairman  Stenholm's  letter  of  invitation  to  appear  before  this 
distinguished  committee  asked  for  comments  in  two  areas:  Depart- 
ment reorganization  efforts  during  my  tenure;  and  suggestions  on 
current  operations  and  structure. 

I  ask  the  subcommittee's  indulgence  if  I  concentrate  mostly  on 
the  first.  I  am  not  adequately  informed  to  do  justice  to  possible  re- 
forms where  current  operations  and  structure  are  concerned.  As  I 
say,  it  is  almost  25  years  since  I  left  the  Department.  There  have 
been  substantial  changes  in  organization  and  structure  during 
those  years.  Frankly,  I  haven't  been  able  to  keep  up  with  those 
changes,  and  with  only  10  days  notice  before  making  this  appear- 
ance, I  have  had  neither  the  time  nor  the  resources  to  familiarize 
myself  and  attempt  to  evaluate  the  current  organizational  state  of 
affairs  in  the  Department. 

What  I  propose  to  do,  then,  is  to  briefly  outline  the  course  of  ac- 
tion which  the  letter  suggested  should  get  the  main  emphasis  that 
I  followed  beginning  in  January  of  1961. 

Before  organizational  and  management  changes  could  be  evalu- 
ated, it  was,  and  still  is  necessary  to  determine  the  objectives 
sought.  That  is  to  set  goals  and  in  the  process  to  evaluate  the  peo- 
ple resources  available  and  then  to  organize  assigning  managers — 
and  they  were  then  Assistant  Secretaries — ^best  able  to  lead  the 
way  in  efficiently  reaching  those  goals. 

In  February  of  1961,  we  set  six  major  goals  challenging  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  reach  the  targets  set.  These  goals 
were: 

Income  and  abundance  to  achieve  a  sustained  and  balanced  agri- 
cultural abundance  with  fair  income  to  farmers; 

Growing  nations  new  markets  to  provide  new  and  expanded  for- 
eign markets  for  our  food,  feed,  and  fiber,  and  to  help  growing  na- 
tions win  the  war  on  hunger; 

Communities  of  tomorrow  to  build  livable  and  healthy  commu- 
nities of  tomorrow  by  revitalizing  rural  America  and  restoring 
rural/urban  balance; 

Resources  in  action  to  conserve  and  improve  our  land,  water,  and 
timber  to  activate  these  resources  fully  for  the  benefit  of  all  our 
people; 

Science  and  the  service  of  man  to  use  agricultural  research  and 
extension  to  the  fullest  extent  for  human  advancement; 

And  new  dimensions  for  living  to  expand  the  quality  of  American 
living,  and  specifically  to  wipe  out  malnutrition  in  the  land. 

These  six  goals  came  to  be  described  collectively  as  the  Agri- 
culture Department  Year  2000  Concept,  an  effort  to  establish 
throughout  the  entire  Department  a  common  sense  of  direction,  a 
mutual  sharing  of  resources,  and  awareness  of  total  departmental 
objectives. 

The  fundamental  achievement  of  our  goals  was  the  more  effective 
coordination  of  all  USDA  activities.  The  USDA  in  1961  resembled 
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a  series  of  ducal  fiefdoms  in  which  the  various  agencies  operating 
with  a  great  deal  of  independence  all  competed  with  one  another. 
Each  agency  had  its  own  mission  or  missions  assigned  to  it  by  Con- 
gress and  jealously  guarded  against  encroachment.  The  Depart- 
ment desperately  needed  to  be  reorganized  into  a  cohesive  whole. 

One  of  the  first  moves  toward  this  goal  was  to  reorganize  the  De- 
partment's economic  services,  statistical  reporting  and  economic  re- 
search activities  formerly  scattered  throughout  the  Department. 
These  services  were  brought  together  in  a  Statistical  Reporting 
Service  and  Economic  Research  Service  under  a  Director  of  Agricul- 
tural Economics.  The  new  setup  provided  a  channel  for  a  better, 
more  orderly  and  expeditious  flow  of  information  about  the  entire 
agricultural  economy.  And  the  Economic  Research  Service  contin- 
ues to  do  that  today,  I  might  add. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  International  Affairs.  American  agri- 
culture was  increasingly  affected  by  world  conditions  such  as  the 
agricultural  policies  of  the  European  Common  Market.  Our  agri- 
culture also  has  a  growing  leadership  role  in  the  war  on  world  hun- 
ger. We  established  a  position  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
national Affairs  to  coordinate  all  international  aspects  of  the  De- 
partment's work,  including  its  relationship  with  other  Government 
agencies  and  private  organizations  in  the  international  arena. 

International  Agricultural  Development  Service.  Because  of  the 
increasing  awareness  of  agricultural  development  needs  in  the  free 
countries  of  Latin  America,  Asia,  and  Africa,  USDA  relationships 
with  other  Government  agencies,  such  as  the  Agency  for  Inter- 
national Development,  were  becoming  more  important.  To  assure 
the  most  effective  use  of  USDA  resources  in  providing  urgently 
needed  technical  assistance  and  agricultural  training  for  develop- 
ing nations,  we  established  the  International  Agricultural  Develop- 
ment Service. 

The  International  Agricultural  Development  Service  both  coordi- 
nating USDA  activities  concerned  with  international  agricultural 
development  and  maintained  effective  relationships  with  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  international  organizations,  public  and  private,  in 
planning  and  carrying  out  technical  assistance  around  the  world. 

The  Office  of  Management  Services.  To  apply  manpower,  espe- 
cially professional  skills,  more  effectively  and  to  reduce  costs,  we 
centralized  the  supporting  services  of  17  of  the  Department's  small- 
er offices  and  agencies  in  the  Office  of  Management  Services.  OMS 
performs  budgetary,  accounting,  personnel,  procurement,  and  relat- 
ed functions  for  the  agencies  and  offices  it  serves. 

Office  of  Inspector  General.  To  enable  the  Secretary's  Office  to 
review  much  more  completely,  and  supervise  and  coordinate  more 
effectively,  the  internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  carried  on 
in  each  major  agency  of  the  Department,  we  established  an  OIG. 
OIG  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  eyes  and  ears  he  never  had 
before  and  assured  higher  standards  of  performance. 

Rural  Community  Development  Service.  To  promote  a  more  effec- 
tive use  of  public  and  private  resources  in  revitalizing  rural  Amer- 
ica and  in  achieving  better  rural/urban  balance,  the  Rural  Commu- 
nity Development  Service  was  created.  RCDS  helped  plan  and  co- 
ordinate USDA  programs  to  advance  the  development  of  rural 
areas  and  takes  the  initiative  in  bringing  the  resources  of  other 
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public  and  private  agencies  and  groups  to  bear  on  the  problems  in 
rural  America. 

Technical  action  panels.  To  promote  and  assist  in  redevelopment 
action  at  the  local  level,  we  set  up  technical  action  panels.  The 
TAP'S,  composed  of  all  USDA  field  personnel  and  other  Federal, 
State,  and  local  government  officials,  help  community  development 
groups  plan  and  carry  out  local  projects  using  all  available  public 
and  private  assistance,  and  seeking  to  accomplish  wherever  pos- 
sible to  get  under  one  roof  not  only  the  agricultural  services,  which 
are  multiple  in  counties  throughout  the  United  States,  but  State 
services  that  are  there  as  well,  and  in  as  many  cases  as  possible, 
other  Federal  programs. 

Director  of  Science  and  Education.  To  supervise  and  coordinate 
activities  centering  on  research  and  extension,  which  constitutes  a 
mainspring  of  agricultural  efficiency.  We  established  the  office  of 
Director  of  Science  and  Education. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service.  To  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
our  broad  consumer-oriented  marketing  programs,  we  combined 
these  activities  of  the  Department  into  a  Consumer  and  Marketing 
Service  and  placed  meat  and  poultry  inspection  in  one  agency. 

In  other  actions,  we  established  as  a  separate  agency  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration.  To  enforce  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards Act,  we  reorganized  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Con- 
servation Service,  eliminating  the  confusion  between  line  and  staff 
responsibility.  We  transferred  the  agricultural  conservation  pro- 
gram to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service, 
where  it  logically  belonged. 

Since  the  General  Sales  Manager  and  the  barter  and  stockpiling 
divisions  are  principally  concerned  with  overseas  sales  and  ex- 
changes, we  transferred  them  from  ASCS  to  the  Foreign  Agricul- 
tural Service. 

Now  I  would  like  to  make  some  comments  on  management  im- 
provements and  what  was  launched  initially  were  major  efforts  to 
take  advantage  of  new  management  technology  coming  to  the  front 
at  that  time. 

Among  the  overall  reorganization,  and  in  order  to  make  the  reor- 
ganization fully  effective,  we  stressed  adoption  of  modern  manage- 
ment techniques,  including  the  use  of  data  processing. 

Office  of  Management  Improvement.  We  created  an  Office  of 
Management  Improvement  and  gave  it  the  specific  function  of  seek- 
ing ways  to  modernize  management  through  new  techniques.  OMI 
provides  general  direction,  leadership,  and  coordination  in  the  De- 
partment for  management  appraisals,  systems  design,  automatic 
data  processing,  operations  research,  and  all  the  related  manage- 
ment techniques.  The  objective  was  to  achieve  maximum  effective- 
ness in  economy  through  sound  and  imaginative  management  poli- 
cies. 

MODE.  In  1961,  we  took  a  big  stride  toward  improvement  of 
management  through  a  pioneering  project  called  MODE,  manage- 
ment of  objectives  with  dollars  through  employees.  A  computer  al- 
ready in  the  Department  was  fed  current  information  on  all  USDA 
employees.  MODE's  first  output  was  an  automated  payroll  and 
bond  issuance  system  for  the  entire  Department.  This  resulted  in 
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the  elimination  of  87  separate  payroll  offices  located  around  the 
country  and  it  saved  $1,500,000  each  year. 

Immediately  following  this  was  the  production  of  the  depart- 
mentwide  personnel  statistics  and  reports  on  that  same  computer. 
This  enabled  us  to  see  the  trends  in  the  average  age  of  employees 
and  their  length  of  service,  forecast  future  requirements,  analyze 
promotion  activity,  and  predict  the  rate  at  which  USDA  would  have 
to  recruit  and  train  employees. 

It  also  contained  a  cumulative  inventory  of  employees'  skills 
gained  through  education,  training,  work  experience,  and  work  per- 
formance in  recent  years.  It  enabled  us  to  identify  available  talent 
quickly.  No  one  is  hidden  in  the  woods.  And  it  provides  an  inven- 
tory of  capabilities  for  special  projects  and  new  programs. 

This  aspect  of  MODE  has  been  especially  productive.  When  we 
initially  designed  the  basic  system,  we  included  the  concept  of 
eventually  broadening  it  to  include  other  t5T)es  of  management 
data.  This  has  indeed  come  to  pass. 

I  understand  that  the  types  of  services  covered  are  now  provided 
by  the  USDA  system  to  35  other  Government  agencies.  This  in- 
cludes several  Cabinet  departments  as  well  as  many  smaller  U.S. 
operations.  I  am  also  reliably  informed  that  450,000  Federal  em- 
ployees out  of  a  total  of  2.2  million  are  paid  this  way  through  this 
USDA  system. 

The  system,  I  am  told,  will  cover  approximately  500,000  Govern- 
ment employees  by  the  end  of  this  year.  Very  substantial  services 
are  involved.  The  broadening  of  this  concentrated  service  now  cov- 
ers administrative  payments,  payments  to  employees  for  travel  and 
transportation  expense,  pa3rment  to  commercial  vendors  and  to 
Government  agencies. 

Debt  management.  Billings  and  collections  for  customers,  admin- 
istrative, and  program  functions  under  the  Debt  Collection  Act. 

Property  management  enables  customers  to  control  their  acquisi- 
tions, management,  and  the  disposition  of  personal  property,  ware- 
houses, inventories,  and  fleets  of  vehicles,  aircraft,  and  boats. 

Accounting.  To  assist  and  maintain  the  general  ledger,  contains 
agency  budgetary  authorities,  consolidates  administrative  and  pro- 
gram financial  information,  and  prepares  internal  and  external  fi- 
nancial reports. 

Consolidated,  we  were  also  able  to  greatly  improve  the  efficiency 
and  saving  within  the  USDA  itself  by  consolidating  five  separate 
grain  commodity  offices  of  the  ASCS  into  one  office  in  Kansas  City. 

There  are  other  important  aspects  of  this  system  emerging  regu- 
larly. I  am  not  only  proud  to  have  had  a  hand  in  getting  it  started, 
but  I  also  want  to  commend  my  successors  for  their  continuing  sup- 
port and  for  their  efforts  to  further  improve  it. 

The  Department  today  uses  ADP  in  many  other  areas  in  addition 
to  personnel.  Computer  program  development  and  statistical  analy- 
sis have  resulted  in  new  forecasting  models  and  improved  forecasts. 
Information  systems  were  under  development  in  regulation  and 
monitoring  of  pesticides,  research  projects,  extension,  forestry,  and 
the  agricultural  library  when  I  left  the  Department  in  1969. 

Cost  reduction  and  operation  improvement.  As  another  step  to- 
ward better  management,  we  established  and  gave  high  priority  to 
a  cost  reduction  and  operation  improvement  program.  Our  report 
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showed  a  grand  total  of  savings  amounting  to  $1.6  billion  from  fis- 
cal years  1961  to  1968.  This  meant  that  the  work  done  by  the 
USDA  during  those  fiscal  years  would  have  cost  taxpayers  $1.6  bil- 
lion more,  or  an  average  of  $1.6  million  every  working  day  if  those 
cost-cutting  actions  had  not  been  undertaken. 

Recognition  and  training  have  made  this  one  of  the  most  effective 
cost  reduction  programs  in  the  Federal  Government.  In  1961,  Vice 
President  Humphrey  presented  19  USDA  employees  and  units  with 
Presidential  citations.  Since  then,  there  have  been  three  Secretary 
special  merit  award  programs  recognizing  108  outstanding  accom- 
plishments. On  two  of  these  occasions,  President  Johnson  person- 
ally toured  the  exhibits  and  presented  the  awards  to  the  recipients. 

PEP  staff.  An  extremely  important  continuing  part  of  our  man- 
agement improvement  program  was  program  evaluation  and  plan- 
ning. To  help  provide  more  and  better  information  for  manage- 
ment, to  measure  program  performance,  and  guide  us  in  doing  our 
work  faster,  better,  and  less  expensively,  we  established  the  plan- 
ning, evaluation,  and  program  staff. 

'Hiis  small  group,  sometimes  called  the  PEP  staff,  served  as  the 
focal  point  within  the  Department  in  finding  better  ways  to  achieve 
our  program  objectives,  set  performance  targets,  and  report  on 
where  we  were  and  what  it  was  costing  us.  Analyses  prepared  by 
the  PEP  staff  were  of  inestimable  value  in  establishing  the  prior- 
ities so  essential  to  a  sound  budgeting  process. 

Personal  communication.  We  also  promoted  good  management 
and  a  sense  of  common  purpose  in  the  Department  by  special  em- 
phasis on  personal  communications.  From  1963  until  1969  we  held 
a  large  staff  meeting  every  morning,  15  minutes  before  the  official 
workday  started.  This  gathering  brought  together  daily  top  men 
and  women  from  all  the  major  USDA  agencies  plus  members  of  the 
Secretary's  staff.  These  meetings  gave  us  daily  access  to  one  an- 
other. The  Secretary's  Office  had  the  opportunity  to  report  on  basic 
policy  and  progress  toward  our  goal.  The  meetings  also  gave  the 
top  USDA  managers  a  crack  at  the  Secretary's  Office  each  day, 
plus  the  opportunity  to  compare  notes,  get  better  acquainted,  and 
flesh  out  problems  with  their  peers  in  other  agencies. 

Oldtimers  in  the  Department  say  that  these  daily  staff  meetings 
did  more  to  coordinate  the  USDA  into  a  unified  whole  than  any 
other  single  innovation  they  can  remember.  I  never  made  attend- 
ance compulsory  and  periodically  offered  to  schedule  such  gather- 
ings only  weekly,  but  the  participants  unanimously  requested  that 
the  brief,  daily,  early  morning  gatherings  continue  daily. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  in  concluding 
my  remarks  this  morning,  I  want  you  to  know  that  most  of  what 
I  have  brought  to  your  attention  can  be  found  in  much  more  detail 
in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  President  Johnson 
in  1969  entitled,  "Agriculture  in  Transition,"  which  covers  the  ac- 
tivities of  the  entire  Department  during  the  8  years  I  was  Sec- 
retary. 

To  my  knowledge,  only  four  copies  of  this  report  remain  avail- 
able. I  have  sent  one  to  Secretary  Espy.  I  will  be  pleased  to  leave 
a  copy  with  the  committee  for  reference,  if  you  think  it  will  be  use- 
ful. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  thank  you  for 
your  kind  attention. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Freeman  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  think  that  would  be  very  useful. 

We  thank  you  for  your  testimony. 

I  now  recognize  the  second  panelist  today,  the  Honorable  Bob 
Bergland,  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  1977  to  1981. 

The  personal  reference  mark  I  would  make  here  is  that  I  don't 
think  I  have  ever  publicly  thanked  you  for  checking  the  OK  box  on 
the  recommendation  for  the  State  ASC  Committee  for  President 
Carter  in  Texas,  but  I  appreciate  that  very  much.  [Laughter.] 

That  was  June  of  1977  and  thank  you  for  checking  the  OK  box, 
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Mr.  Bergland.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  had  forgotten  that 
little  favor.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  have  a  state- 
ment I  would  like  to  have  included  in  the  record  and  highlight  it 
if  I  may. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  get  into  my  experiences — most  of  which 
were  unhappy,  for  the  record  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  De- 
partment is  a  very  complicated  place  with  more  than  110,000  em- 
ployees and  42  agencies  and  discreet  functions  operating  in  the 
four  comers  of  the  globe  dealing  with  matters  of  enormous  impor- 
tance to  the  general  well-being  of  the  United  States.  This  notion 
that  the  Department  is  for  farmers  only — or  I  heard  a  television  ex- 
pert out  of  New  York  the  other  night — one  of  these  people  who 
know  the  price  of  everything  and  the  value  of  nothing — was  telling 
the  world  that  there  are  now  more  employees  at  USDA  than  there 
are  farmers.  That  is  simply  not  true.  It  never  has  been  and  it  never 
will  be. 

The  truth  is  that  the  Department's  functions  are  designed  to  pro- 
tect the  public's  interests  in  the  broadest  and  finest  sense  of  the 
word.  And  of  the  42  agencies  you  would  stretch  things  to  say  that 
there  are  more  than  four  or  five  that  deal  with  commercial  agri- 
culture. The  rest  have  to  do  with  other  important  things. 

The  largest  agency  at  USDA  is  the  Forest  Service  with  42,000 
employees.  They  do  a  fine  job.  But  to  argue  that  it  somehow  is  tied 
to  commercial  agricultural  interests  is  misleading,  to  be  kind. 

The  truth  is  that  the  Department  has  a  responsibility  of  enor- 
mous importance,  of  course,  to  agriculture  and  to  other  functions 
as  well.  It  could  well  be  that  the  time  has  come  to  amend  the  name 
at  USDA,  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  suggests  that  its  mis- 
sion is  to  deal  only  with  production  agriculture. 

I  would  like  to  go  to  my  experiences  in  the  business  of  trying  to 
streamline  the  Department. 

My  son-in-law  is  a  commercial  farmer.  He  is  married  to  my  old- 
est daughter.  They  farm  2,800  acres  in  Minnesota  in  the  north- 
western comer.  They  try  to  make  a  living  at  this  business. 
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He  tells  me  that  there  is  no  way  under  the  Sun  that  he  can  oper- 
ate his  farm  in  compliance  with  public  law  without  having  a  great 
deal  of  quality  time  spent  at  the  local  office  of  ASCS  being  advised 
by  highly  trained  technical  experts  on  what  he  must  do  to  stay  in 
compliance  with  Federal  law. 

He  is  one  who  does  cooperate  with  the  Department's  efforts  in  all 
respects.  He  tells  me  that  the  complexities  under  law  require  that 
he  have  this  kind  of  extensive  time  spent  as  a  client  would  with 
a  counsellor,  one-on-one.  There  is  no  way  that  he  can  run  his  farm 
and  be  in  compliance  with  the  law  by  reading  the  literature,  or  by 
attending  public  meetings,  or  following  the  bulletins  published  in 
the  local  newspaper.  It  requires  personal  contact,  and  quality  time 
at  that. 

There  are  environmental  matters.  His  farm,  like  every  other 
farm,  is  subject  to  compliance  with  the  swampbuster  provisions 
and  with  the  sodbuster  provisions  of  law  and  with  other  environ- 
mental matters,  all  of  which  are  important.  But  he  could  by  acci- 
dent find  himself  out  of  compliance  and  subject  to  rather  severe 
penalty  provisions. 

The  same  is  true  with  complying  with  the  commercial  provisions 
of  the  farm  bill  itself.  I  think  when  the  farm  bill  is  extended,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  members  of  this  committee  and  others  ought 
to  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  looking  at  the  complexities  which  in- 
evitably arise  as  a  consequence  of  provisions  inserted  in  law. 

For  example,  I  have  long  believed  that  bases  in  allotments  and 
historical  averages  are  a  relic.  They  were  important  at  one  time, 
but  no  longer.  It  would  be  far  simpler  to  combine  historical  bases 
into  one  cropland  base  for  the  farm  and  work  from  that.  But  the 
tendency  to  treat  each  commodity  separately  and  discreetly  com- 
plicates matters  considerably. 

There  is  just  no  way  that  we're  going  to  reduce  the  workloads  or 
the  workforce  in  these  agencies  as  long  as  we  have  these  com- 
plicated laws  and  the  regulations  that  are  affected  by  environ- 
mental considerations  and  other  factors,  all  of  which  are  designed 
to  protect  the  public  interest.  And  I  am  not  here  to  argue  against 
them,  but  I  am  saying  that  as  long  as  laws  are  this  complicated 
there  is  no  easy,  quick  fix.  It  is  impossible  for  these  agencies  to  ef- 
fectively reduce  the  burdens  on  local  offices  so  long  as  these  re- 
quirements are  maintained. 

I  would  like  to  spend  some  time  talking  about  collocation,  which 
we  picked  up  on  at  USDA — and  I  am  sure  every  previous  Secretary 
and  everyone  who  will  ever  be  in  that  job  will  have  to  contend  with 
the  question  Of  collocation.  It  is  a  matter  of  evolution.  Times 
change,  farming  patterns  change,  demands  change,  so  we  in  my 
time  there  attempted  to  bring  all  the  field  offices  of  the  agencies 
of  the  USDA  under  one  roof. 

I  got  my  head  handed  to  me,  largely  by  real  estate  people  who 
were  going  to  lose  a  good  tenant  and  objected  in  no  uncertain  terms 
mostly  to  the  nearest  member  of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
Frankly,  we  didn't  get  very  far  with  this  notion  of  bringing  these 
offices  together  under  one  roof,  but  I  think  that  is  an  important 
first  step. 

The  most  important  step.  When  Secretary  Espy  interviews  ladies 
and  gentlemen  to  head  his  agencies,  he  needs  to  have  a  clear  un- 
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derstanding  that  those  persons  will  be  willing  to  deal  with  inertia 
within  the  agencies  about  which  they  are  to  assume  authority  to 
effectively  put  down  this  interagency  rivalry.  It  is  fierce. 

The  war  between  ASCS  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  is  well 
known.  It  has  been  going  on  as  long  as  I  can  recall.  We're  not  going 
to  have  simplification  in  these  offices  until  there  is  an  effective 
agreement  between  ASCS  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  how 
to  divide  up  the  responsibilities  along  lines  that  make  sense.  It 
doesn't  make  sense  to  have  both  of  these  organizations  involved  in 
soil  conservation,  and  they  are.  They  spend  a  good  deal  of  tim.e 
quarrelling  among  themselves. 

I  think  when  the  Secretary  interviews  candidates  for  administra- 
tors this  ought  to  be  high  on  the  agenda  about  whether  they  are 
willing  to  run  against  the  grain  of  their  own  agencies  in  dealing 
with  this  very  important  matter.  I  believe  that  if  there  is  political 
will  at  the  agency  heads  that  we  can  see  movement  in  the  field, 
but  I  am  also  convinced  that  if  there  is  no  change  in  the  super- 
structure and  the  attitudes  of  the  political  leadership  in  Washing- 
ton, DC,  nothing  is  going  to  happen. 

Even  if  there  is  political  will  in  Washington,  DC,  there  needs  to 
be  careful  planning  in  the  delivery  of  field  services.  I  have  men- 
tioned public  law,  but  I  do  believe  that  some  economies  can  be 
achieved  by  collocation,  by  bringing  these  field  agencies  under  one 
roof,  by  having  central  administrative  services,  and  having  comput- 
ers that  can  talk  to  each  other. 

They  don't  do  that  now.  The  computers  are  sold  or  bought  on  the 
basis  of  lowest  bidder  without  regard  to  the  question  of  whether 
they  can  be  integrated  into  a  computer  system.  So  the  Soil  Con- 
servation Service  people  can't  talk  to  the  people  who  run  the  agri- 
culture conservation  program  by  electronic  device.  That  tends  to 
break  things  down. 

There  are  savings  that  could  be  found  by  collocation.  The  admin- 
istrative overhead  could  be  reduced.  I  would  put  in  a  plug  for  the 
committee  system.  The  elected  committee  system  I  think  is  a  very 
important  piece  of  machinery  that  needs  to  be  strengthened.  It 
does  raise  political  questions,  but  there  is  an  advantage  in  having 
maybe  one  single  farmer  elected  committee  system  to  run  the  serv- 
ices in  the  county.  That  would  be  something  to  be  argued  over,  but 
there  is  an  advantage  in  having  ladies  and  gentlemen  elected  from 
the  ranks  to  bring  that  local  community  perspective  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  Federal  law. 

Absent  that  local  committee  that  has  some  real  authority,  the 
rules  are  going  to  be  written  in  Washington,  DC,  they  are  going  to 
be  interpreted  by  a  State  office  person,  and  run  by  a  local  civil 
service  or  professional  employee.  They  do  a  fine  job,  but  there  are 
some  things  that  even  they  don't  know. 

The  judgments  brought  by  an  elected  person  from  the  community 
to  serve  on  that  committee  is  a  very  important  link  in  translating 
Government  jargon  into  English  that  everyone  can  understand.  So 
collocation,  I  think,  is  something  that  should  be  set  up  as  a  target. 

I,  personally,  had  a  running  fight  with  the  Greneral  Services  Ad- 
ministration. I  think  they  are  lousy  landlords.  They  wouldn't  know 
how  to  bargain  a  lease  if  their  life  depended  on  it.  We  would  have 
the  GSA  negotiate  property  space  in  some  of  these  Federal  facilities 
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and  they  would  wind  up  paying  the  highest  rent  in  town  every 
time.  They  didn't  know  how  to  bargain.  They  would  get  skinned 
alive  by  these  local  brokers. 

The  only  folks  that  can  handle  that  leasing  arrangement  were 
those  local  people  on  that  county  committee.  They  knew  what  prop- 
erty value  was,  they  knew  the  shysters  in  the  community,  they 
knew  who  could  handle  it,  who  could  do  it  and  who  couldn't,  and 
what  it  was  worth.  I  think  in  terms  of  property  management,  the 
extent  to  which  you  can  delegate  this  back  to  local  folks  that  know 
what  they're  doing,  you're  going  to  get  a  better  deal  every  time. 
Leave  it  to  GSA  and  we're  going  to  lose  every  time. 

Finally,  this  whole  thing  is  going  to  take  time.  Back  in  the 
1960's,  before  I  had  any  political  aspirations,  I  agreed  to  chair  a 
committee  of  my  church.  We  are  Lutherans.  The  Lutheran  Church 
is  largely  rural  in  its  base.  The  president  of  my  church, 
headquartered  in  Minneapolis,  asked  if  I  would  be  willing  to  serve 
on  this  committee  for  the  express  purpose  of  finding  ways  of  reduc- 
ing the  number  of  rural  congregations,  consolidate  these  rural  con- 
gregations and  bring  them  together  to  reduce  the  overhead. 

I  got  my  head  blown  off  by  my  mother,  who  was  furious  that  I 
would  even  consider  entering  into  a  campaign  to  eliminate  the 
Spruce  Lutheran  Church,  the  place  where  her  family  was  buried. 
The  emotional  tie  to  that  congregation  was  enormous. 

This  is  true  everywhere,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. Persons  are  not  going  to  give  up  that  local  office  of 
ASCS  or  any  other  agency  because  they  have  an  attachment  to  it. 
They  think  it  is  an  important  thing  to  them.  It  represents  a  secu- 
rity lifeline.  In  my  mother's  case,  it  was  to  the  hereafter.  In  today's 
jargon,  it  has  to  do  with  complying  with  public  law. 

So  these  things  need  to  be  taken  a  step  at  a  time  and  not  engage 
in  a  revolutionary  process  where  everybody  gets  worked  up  and  un- 
necessarily excited. 

Finally,  I  want  to  compliment  my  colleague  and  friend.  Secretary 
Madigan,  for  his  enormous  effort  in  this  regard.  While  I  have  not 
seen  all  the  details  of  his  work,  I  have  been  impressed  by  what  he 
has  done.  I  think  he  has  brought  great  service  to  this  entire  mis- 
sion and  to  the  United  States.  I  believe  that  his  report  and  his 
findings  will  be  taken  very  seriously  by  this  subcommittee  and  by 
Secretary  Espy  because  I  think  it  represents  the  most  detailed,  ex- 
haustive study  of  the  subject  that  I  have  ever  seen. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bergland  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Next  we  will  hear  from  Secretary  Ed  Madigan,  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture from  1991  to  1993.  The  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  a  fellow 
by  the  name  of  Ed  Madigan  I  was  the  26th  ranking  Democrat  on 
this  House  Agriculture  Committee.  I  looked  up  to  this  upper  dias 
with  great  expectations  that  perhaps  some  day  I  could  be  there.  Ed 
Madigan  was  already  up  here.  We  have  come  to  know  and  appre- 
ciate the  work  that  you  have  done  while  on  this  committee  as  well 
as  the  years  of  service  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Welcome,  Ed. 
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Mr.  Madigan.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  those 
kind  words.  Because  of  what  you  just  said,  I  think  I  might  point 
out  that  20  years  ago  this  month  I  was  the  lowest  ranking  member 
of  this  committee  on  the  Repubhcan  side.  And  in  a  10-year  period 
of  time,  I  became  the  ranking  member  on  the  Repubhcan  side.  I  be- 
heve  that  Mr.  Roberts  has  had  an  experience  very  similar  to  that. 
The  membership  of  this  committee  on  the  Republican  side  in  a 
20-year  period  of  time  has  completely  turned  over  twice.  On  the 
Democratic  side,  I  believe  the  only  people  who  are  here  today  who 
were  here  when  I  came  to  the  committee  are  the  distinguished 
chairman,  Mr.  de  la  Garza  and  Mr.  Brown  of  California.  I  don't  be- 
lieve anyone  else  who  was  on  the  committee  then — Charlie  Rose 
came  at  the  same  time  that  I  did.  So  there  are  three  people  on  this 
committee  who  were  on  the  committee  when  I  came  here  as  a 
freshmen  Member  of  Congress. 

I  just  thought  I  would  mention  that  because  there  is  all  this  talk 
about  term  limitations  and  all  this  talk  about  the  need  to  have 
more  turnover  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  I  think  people 
are  not  aware  of  the  turnover  that  just  naturally  occurs,  as  has  oc- 
curred on  this  committee  in  the  20  years  I  have  been  privileged  to 
have  experience  with  it,  and  especially  with  the  distinguished 
chairman,  Mr.  de  la  Garza,  and  with  the  other  members  of  the 
committee— Mr.  Stenholm,  Mr.  Smith,  Mr.  Roberts,  Mr.  Volkmer, 
and  others  with  whom  I  have  been  privileged  to  serve. 

Our  chairman,  Mr.  de  la  Garza  referred  to  Abraham  Lincoln 
founding  this  Department  some  130  years  ago.  That  is  true,  Mr. 
Chairman.  It  was  founded  with  nine  employees  130  years  ago  with 
a  budget  of  $50,000.  This  month,  130  years  ago,  the  burning  issue 
was  whether  the  site  that  is  now  the  administration  building, 
would  be  used  for  a  vegetable  garden  or  used  as  a  cattle  lot  for  the 
troops  of  the  Union  Army. 

So  as  the  advertisement  says,  '*We've  come  a  long  way." 

Secretary  Freeman,  you  mentioned  the  Department  being  the 
bookkeeper  for  35  other  departments  and  agencies  of  Government. 
It  is  36  now  because  the  Department  also  does  the  payroll  of  the 
U.S.  Marshall  Service. 

I  am  always  interested  in  the  fact  that  the  General  Accounting 
Office  likes  to  criticize  the  Department  of  Agriculture  because  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  does  the  payroll  work  for  the  General 
Accounting  Office.  [Laughter.] 

I  think  that  is  something  that  Secretary  Espy  may  want  to  pay 
a  lot  of  attention  to.  My  ambition  was  always  to  get  the  payroll  re- 
sponsibilities for  the  EPA.  [Laughter.] 

Secretary  Bergland,  my  friend  and  colleague  with  whom  I  served 
on  this  committee — he  was  the  chairman  of  a  subcomniittee  and  I 
was  the  ranking  minority  member  of  that  subcommittee — made 
mention  of  computers  and  the  problems  with  computers  in  the  De- 
partment. Those  problems  certainly  exist,  but  have  been  addressed 
to  some  degree.  We  frankly  had  to  take  away  from  some  of  the 
agencies  of  the  Department  any  authority  to  purchase  computers 
and  vested  all  that  authority  in  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Administration. 
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As  Secretary  Bergland  said,  the  computers  could  not  talk  to  one 
another.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  various  agencies  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  did  not  even  use  the  same  terminology.  ASCS 
had  a  different  definition  for  farmer  than  SCS,  or  for  farm  than 
SCS.  So  we  hope  that  in  the  period  of  time  we  were  there  we  were 
able  to  make  some  improvements  in  those  things. 

The  field  office  study  was  undertaken  because  of  a  review  done 
by  the  General  Accounting  Office  because  of  criticism  of  the  field 
office  structure  coming  from  Members  of  Congress,  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate,  some  criticism  of  the  field  office  structure  being 
voiced  by  members  of  this  committee  during  1991  and  1992.  Be- 
cause of  all  that  criticism,  we  undertook  a  study  that  was  done  by 
career  employees  of  USDA — these  were  not  political  employees  of 
USDA — and  career  employees  on  the  management  side  of  the  Of- 
fice of  Management  and  Budget. 

This  study  went  on  for  about  a  1-year  period  of  time.  I  thought 

1  would  mention  to  you  some  of  the  highlights  of  that  study.  That 
study  found  that  USDA  has  14,307  field  offices,  for  approximately 

2  million  farmers  and  ranchers  in  America.  Compared  to  the  Social 
Security  Administration,  which  has  1,300  field  offices,  or  less  than 
10  percent  as  many,  for  26  million  clients. 

Secretary  Bergland  talked  about  collocation  and  the  problems 
with  collocation.  Our  study  found  that  some  States  moved  ahead 
with  collocation  and  have  done  a  very  responsible  job  with  it.  In 
the  State  of  Illinois,  my  home  State,  for  example,  all  but  two  of  the 
field  offices  of  the  various  USDA  agencies  are  to  date  collocated, 
but  in  some  States  nearly  none  are  collocated.  That  is  simply  a  re- 
mark on  how  aggressive  the  State  directors  of  the  various  agencies 
in  those  States  went  about  that. 

Some  field  offices  of  the  same  agency — and  I  will  refer  specifi- 
cally to  ASCS — some  field  offices  of  ASCS  are  less  than  3  miles 
apart  today.  Some  are  located  in  counties  with  fewer  than  100 
farmers  today.  Many  of  these  locations  were  established  before  the 
emergence  of  modem  highways  and  telecommunications  systems, 
and  nearly  all  were  established  when  there  were  a  greater  number 
of  people  involved  in  production  agriculture  than  is  the  case  in 
1993. 

All  of  the  locations — and  I  say  this  specifically  to  you — all  of  the 
locations  were  judged  on  the  same  criteria.  Somebody  can  argue 
that  one  office  is  more  efficient  than  another,  but  one  of  the  ques- 
tions that  has  to  be  asked  is.  How  many  people  are  being  served 
by  each  of  those  offices? 

So  the  six  criteria  used  for  judging  these  offices  were:  Program 
delivery  cost;  number  of  producers  served;  the  complexity  of  the 
work  being  done  in  the  office;  the  size  of  the  geographic  area  being 
served  by  the  office;  the  collocation  status;  and  the  workload  inten- 
sity. The  resulting  recommendation  was  to  close  or  otherwise  con- 
solidate the  duties  of  some  approximately  1,200  offices  of  the  farm 
service  agencies. 

When  I  left  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  study  of  the  7,000 
other  offices,  which  are  not  farm  service  related,  had  not  been  com- 
pleted. It  was  about  80  percent  done.  I  believe  that  800  of  those 
7,000  offices  could  be  closed  in  addition  to  the  1,200  that  have  pre- 
viously been  mentioned,  for  a  total  of  2,000. 
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Much  attention,  as  I  have  mentioned,  was  focused  on  the  field  of- 
fice structure  by  the  press  and  by  Members  of  Congress — all  criti- 
cally. We  focused  on  that  structure  in  response  to  that  attention. 
I  believe  the  resulting  work  product  is  both  credible  and  easily  de- 
fended. 

I  will  admit  to  the  committee  that  my  interests  would  have  been 
more  directed  to  other  areas  of  USDA  operations  other  than  the 
field  office  structure.  For  example,  of  the  42  agencies  that  have 
been  mentioned  this  morning  in  the  Department,  26  are  agencies 
with  an  operating  mission.  But  when  you  count  the  operating  mis- 
sions, the  Department  has  only  13.  I  am  going  to  parenthetically 
tell  you  an  anecdote  as  to  what  can  result  from  that  sort  of- thing. 

I  went  to  the  Department  in  March  of  1991.  In  April  of  1991,  I 
was  given  a  letter  to  sign  responding  to  Senator  Dole  on  an  issue 
that  he  had  written  to  us  about  in  the  previous  October.  We  were 
proposing  in  April  of  1991  to  answer  a  letter  from  Senator  Dole  re- 
ceived at  the  Department  in  the  previous  October. 

I  said,  "What  is  wrong  here?  Why  has  it  taken  so  long  to  answer 
this  letter?"  . 

The  answer  is  because  there  are  so  many  agencies  involved  in 
the  same  issues — so  many  crosscuts — that  there  were  seven  people 
at  the  administrative  level  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  who 
had  to  agree  on  what  was  going  to  go  into  the  answer  to  that  letter 
before  that  answer  could  be  written  and  dispatched  back  to  the 
Senator. 

There  are  26  operating  agencies  and  there  are  only  13  operating 
missions.  The  reduced  number  of  Administrators  and  other  staff 
not  only  represents  a  potential  savings  but,  in  my  judgment,  the 
efficiency  of  the  Department  would  improve  incredibly. 

I  must  tell  you  also  that  I  believe  that  there  are  today  too  many 
Assistant  Secretaries,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretaries,  Confidential 
Assistant,  and  other  Washington-based  staff.  The  duties  of  these 
people,  often  prescribed  by  law,  are  overlapping  and  confusing  and 
often  lead  to  there  being  too  many  cooks  stirring  the  same  pot. 

Mr.  Roberts  referred  to  the  fact  that  the  1973  farm  bill  was  29 
pages  long  and  the  1991  farm  bill  was  719  pages  long.  I  was  a 
party  to  the  writing  of  both  of  those  bills.  I  sat  on  this  committee 
and  there  was  a  joke  here  among  the  staff  about  a  member  who 
is  no  longer  on  the  committee.  The  comment  was,  "On  what  page 
of  the  bill  did  he  not  have  an  amendment?" 

We  have  this  719-page  bill  assigning  responsibilities  to  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture — sometimes  to  specific  offices  in  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture — that  were  contrary  to  other  assignments 
that  that  office  had,  and  caused  overlaps  and  crosscuts  and  confu- 
sion where  everybody  is  involved  in  everybody  else's  business  down 
there. 

I  believe  that  legislation  should  be  enacted  enabling  the  Sec- 
retary to  have  under  and  Assistant  Secretaries  in  the  number  of 
his  choosing  with  responsibilities  of  his  choice.  I  believe  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  be  given  some  opportunity  to  run  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  to  assign  responsibilities  to  people  of 
his  choosing  and  to  have  clear-cut  lines  of  authority. 

I  must  also  tell  you  that  I  can't  possibly  explain  to  you  why  the 
Forest  Service  today  has  grown  to  42,000  employees.  It  is  now  one- 
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fourth  larger  than  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  twice  the  size 
of  the  Department  of  Energy.  I  know  that  it  needs  wildlife  biolo- 
gists. It  needs  today,  by  law,  archaeologists  and  people  trained  in 
the  environmental  sciences,  but  if  one  acknowledges  that  each  of 
the  154  national  forests  would  each  need  100  employees,  and  the 
administrative  work  of  the  Service  would  require  another  10,000 
employees,  the  total  would  be  25,400  employees. 

If  you  then  grant  that  another  2,000  full-time  employees  should 
be  available  for  special  firefighting  tasks,  the  total  would  rise  to 
27,400,  or  15,000  fewer  than  presently  are  in  the  agency.  At  that 
27,000  level,  the  Service  would  still  be  larger  than  many  other  de- 
partments of  Government — not  agencies  of  Grovemment,  but  de- 
partments. 

If  you  calculate  health  care  costs,  pension  benefits,  other  bene- 
fits, as  well  as  salary,  that  produces  an  annual  savings  of  $750  mil- 
lion. I  believe  the  savings  from  office  consolidation  would  ulti- 
mately be  in  the  range  of  $400  million  per  year.  That  assumes  a 
savings  of  $200,000  per  each  of  2,000  offices,  leaving  in  place — and 
I  stress  this  to  you.  You  would  be  leaving  in  place  12,300  offices, 
or  nearly  10  times  as  many  field  offices  as  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration has,  including  their  national  and  regional  head- 
quarters. 

So  I  am  sajdng  to  you  that  I  think  over  a  4-year  period  of  time 
you  could  save  $4.5  billion  by  doing  those  kinds  of  things. 

My  experience  in  talking  to  farmers  about  this  in  43  States  while 
I  was  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  such  that  farmers  would  say  to 
me,  "If  these  offices  aren't  necessary,  close  them." 

That  is  what  farmers  said  to  me.  That  is  what  they  said  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  you,  Mr.  Roberts,  in  the  hearings  that  you 
held.  Now  they  are  being  confronted  with  the  possibility  of  an  en- 
ergy tax.  They  are  being  confronted  with  the  possibility  of  their 
crop  insurance  costing  more.  They  are  being  confronted  with  the 
possibility  of  their  program  benefits  being  reduced.  I  think  if  you 
say  to  American  farmers  and  ranchers,  "Do  you  want  your  program 
benefits  reduced?  Do  you  want  your  crop  insurance  to  cost  more? 
Do  you  want  to  pay  an  energy  tax?  Do  you  want  these  other 
things?  Or  do  you  want  some  streamlining  and  some  modernization 
and  some  budget  savings  to  take  place  in  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture?" I  believe  they  will  choose  the  latter. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have.  Thank 
you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Madigan  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  thank  all  three  of  you. 

For  the  record,  Secretaries  Lyng  and  Benson  were  unable  to  be 
with  us  today  for  health  reasons.  Secretaries  Butz,  Block,  and  Har- 
din expressed  their  regrets  that  their  schedules  would  not  permit 
them  to  join  this  panel  today. 

I  recognize  Chairman  de  la  Garza  for  questions. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  our  distinguished  visitors 
for  being  with  us  and  for  their  contribution  to  this  endeavor.  I  very 
profusely  thank  them. 

I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  STE^fHOLM.  Mr.  Roberts. 
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Mr.  Roberts.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  the  distinguished  panel,  as  has  the  chairman. 
And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you.  When  you  gave  us  the 
green  Hght  to  go  out  in  six  States  to  try  to  really  address  this  prob- 
lem and  do  something  a  little  unique — i.e.,  ask  the  producer  first 
what  he  would  like  in  terms  of  a  more  farmer-friendly  program  and 
then  ask  the  employees  of  the  USDA  what  they  would  like  without 
all  the  supervisors  in  the  room — I  think  it  signaled  the  intent  of 
this  committee,  that  all  three  have  testified  to,  that  we  have  the 
accountability.  We  have  the  responsibility  here. 

I  know  Secretary  Madigan  has  referred  to  the  farm  bill.  I  have 
been  saying  25  pages — maybe  it  was  29 — the  latest  was  750  pages, 
but  there  were  4,000  pages  of  report  language.  My  point  all  along — 
and  I  get  a  little  frustrated  with  this — is  that  from  some  of  the 
very  people  who  have  been  calling  for  reform  and  changing  we  get 
the  mandates  and  amendments  in  the  bill.  So  consequently,  in 
terms  of  really  waking  up  to  our  responsibility,  that  is  what  I  think 
the  committee  should  do. 

The  chairman  has  singled  that  out.  He  has  told  every  sub- 
committee chairman  and  therein  every  ranking  member  that  what- 
ever we  do  it  better  be  cost-effective,  it  better  be  within  the  budget, 
and  we  better  look  at  the  law  of  unintended  effects  and  the  cost 
benefit  of  it. 

I  want  to  thank  the  chairman  for  his  effort. 

I  have  a  concern  here — and  I  am  not  expressing  it  very  well  so 
I  will  tell  my  anecdote. 

Mr.  Smith  and  I  are  very  good  friends  with  Mr.  Madigan.  So  Mr. 
Smith  and  I  campaigned  for  Mr.  Madigan  to  be  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture. This  is  one  of  the  few  times  that  Mr.  Smith  and  I  were 
successful  in  some  of  our  campaigns.  But  at  any  rate,  we  were  de- 
lighted to  have  a  friend  and  an  advocate  of  the  producer  at  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture.  Both  of  these  gentlemen  here  have  really 
been  that. 

Then  when  we  would  call  up  Ed  on  the  telephone  and  say,  "What 
about  that  acreage  base  for  wheat?  What  about  the  timber  indus- 
try?" we  would  always  get  Ed  on  the  phone  about  6  hours  late  and 
he  would  say  that  he  would  like  to  deal  with  that  in  his  "in"  box 
but  he  had  this  food  pyramid  crisis  to  deal  with,  or  the  spotted  owl, 
et  cetera. 

I  know  we  are  interested  in  food  safety  and  we're  interested  in 
consumer  information  and  the  environment.  We  have  that  respon- 
sibility. We  will  meet  those  challenges.  But  if  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  doesn't  represent  the  producer  and  become  his  cham- 
pion, who  will  it  be?  Who  will  it  be?  So  in  terms  of  this  committee 
and  what  we're  trying  to  do  is  to  make  that  Department  more 
farmer-friendly. 

Secretary  Bergland  pointed  out  the  dilemma  with  his  son-in-law 
right  now  standing  in  line  filling  out  the  502  forms,  the  1026 
forms,  hours  on  end.  We're  trjdng  to  make  that  more  locally  ori- 
ented, more  flexible,  more  decisionmaking  at  the  farm  level. 

I  am  worried  that  if  we  pull  the  restructuring  string  too  far,  we 
will  dismantle  the  USDA  as  we  have  known  it.  Sure,  we  have  prob- 
lems. I  know  that.  Sure,  it  is  very  politically  correct  to  point  out 
that  there  are  x  number  of  employees  and  x  number  of  farmers. 
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Thank  you,  Bob,  for  pointing  out  that  there  are  not  more  employees 
now  in  the  Department  than  farmers.  Only  one  out  of  five  in  the 
Department  have  anything  to  do  with  farm  programs. 

My  concern  is  that  if  we  pull  the  restructuring  string  too  far  we 
send  SCS  over  to  EPA,  we  send  food  stamps  over  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services,  and  we  send  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice over  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  or  Interior,  et 
cetera,  et  cetera.  Then  we  don't  even  come  to  bat.  It  takes  it  out- 
side the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  and  we  are  no 
longer  the  champion  of  the  producer,  who  is  the  best  friend  of  the 
consumer  in  this  country  that  he  has  ever  had. 

Would  any  of  you  three  like  to  comment  on  that?  Bob,  you  sort 
of  singled  out  on  that  in  regard  to  taking  a  hard  look  at  our  respon- 
sibilities and  what  we  can  do  with  the  Department. 

I  would  like  to  have  your  comment  on  that,  please. 

Mr.  Bergland.  One  time  during  my  experience  there  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  Human  Services  made  a  political  run  at  the 
food  stamp  program,  at  the  school  lunch  program,  at  other  public 
feeding  agencies,  and  they  argued  in  the  executive  councils  of  the 
White  House  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was  ill-suited  to 
administer  these  food  and  feeding  programs. 

We  made  a  sturdy  defense  and  the  whole  matter  finally  went 
away.  But  we  looked  at  that  one  very  carefully.  If  it  were  trans- 
ferred to  another  Department,  of  course,  the  committee  jurisdiction 
on  Capitol  Hill  would  change,  everything  would  become  a  different 
creature.  It  was  our  judgment  that  there  was  a  very  close  connec- 
tion between  food  production  and  food  consumption,  that  the  two 
had  to  be  tied  together  or  the  market  orientation  of  this  country 
would  be  at  risk.  For  political  reasons,  it  would  be  a  big  mistake. 

But  that  kind  of  pressure  continues  to  this  day,  and  I  am  sure 
it  is  not  going  to  go  away.  It  requires  eternal  vigilance. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Madigan,  along  the  same  line,  you  have 
worked  for  a  more  streamlined,  more  efficient  USDA,  more  farmer- 
friendly,  better  cost  benefit  to  the  taxpayer,  but  you  have  told  me 
in  private  conversation  in  regard  to  some  of  the  things  you  would 
have  liked  to  have  dealt  with,  the  incredible  issues  that  come  be- 
fore you  in  your  "in"  box.  You  have  just  touched  a  little  bit  on  the 
Department  reorganization  in  regard  to  Washington,  DC.  Quite 
frankly,  we  have  now  a  situation  where  the  new  Secretary  has  put 
a  hold  on  any  of  the  consolidation  or  any  of  the  restructuring  in 
the  field  until  he  can  deal  with  the  so-called  "fat"  in  Washington, 
DC.  I  am  sure  there  is  some. 

Could  you  amplify  a  little  bit  on  what  you  would  like  to  see  here 
in  Washington,  DC  in  terms  of  the  Department?  How  could  we 
make  Mike  Espy's  life  a  little  easier? 

Mr.  Madigan.  Enact  a  one-sentence  piece  of  legislation  that  gives 
him  the  authority  to  choose  the  people  that  he  wsmts,  to  assign  to 
them  the  responsibilities  that  he  wants  to  assign  to  them,  and  al- 
lows him  to  run  the  Department. 

Then  recognize,  if  you  will — and  I  don't  mean  this  as  criticism, 
I  did  an  interview  with  a  lady  on  this  yesterday  and  said,  "I  am 
as  guilty  as  anyone  else.  I  was  in  the  Congress  for  18  years  and 
3  months  and  I  voted  for  all  of  these  things." 
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But  when  we  sit  here  and  we  vote  for  things,  we  don't  always 
think  about  how  a  Federal  court  is  going  to  view  that  thing  3,  4, 
or  5,  years  later.  The  result  of  that  is  that  when  I  became  Sec- 
retary I  learned  a  few  days  after  I  had  become  Secretary  that  there 
were  these  lawyers  panning  out  to  the  Federal  courts  all  over  the 
United  States,  filing  motions  to  strike  Yeutter  and  insert  Madigan, 
and  that  I  had  overnight  become  involved  in  over  30,000  pieces  of 
litigation  that  all  have  their  genesis  in  things  that  are  done  in  laws 
that  are  written  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  that  look 
harmless,  that  look  like  something  that  you  or  I  or  whoever  is 
doing  it  or  voting  for  it  will  get  a  pat  on  the  back  from  some  group 
or  association  for  doing  it. 

And  3  years  later,  we  are  in  the  Federal  court  and  we're  finding 
out  that  a  spotted  owl  that  lives  north  of  the  California/Oregon  bor- 
der is  a  different  species  than  his  cousin  that  lives  south  of  the 
California/Oregon  border  because  that  is  the  way  it  was  written 
into  law.  This  is  an  endangered  species. 

Even  though  there  might  be  3  million  of  them  south  of  the  bor- 
der, because  there  are  only  300  north  of  the  border,  it  is  an  endan- 
gered species  and  Ed  Madigan  is  being  sued  and  some  Federal 
judge  is  talking  about  holding  Ed  Madigan  in  contempt  of  court  his 
very  first  week  on  the  job. 

The  Congress  just  has  to  pay  more  attention  to  those  things  and 
has  to  pay  more  attention  to  what  the  possible  legal  consequences 
of  things  are  going  to  be  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Bergland.  There  is  something  you  can  do  to  help  the  Sec- 
retary. 

He  has  proposed  a  rather  controversial  but  sweeping  set  of 
changes  in  the  administrative  superstructure  at  USDA,  some  to- 
tally new  realignment  of  agencies  and  functions  and  dividing  re- 
sponsibilities from  their  traditional  role.  I  think  politically  he  is 
going  to  have  to  get  the  top  political  leadership  signed  up  on  this 
business  of  field  structure  change  or  nothing  is  going  to  happen,  or 
if  it  does  happen,  it  will  be  kicking  and  screaming. 

A  lot  of  these  changes  he  is  proposing  will  require  a  change  in 
law  that  are  beyond  his  administrative  authority.  Somebody  in  the 
Congress  is  going  to  have  to  take  charge  of  that  one  and  help  shep- 
herd this  stuff  through  or  he  is  going  to  get  swamped. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  thank  both  the  distinguished  gentlemen  and 
yield  back,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Holden. 

Mr.  Holden.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Glickman. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  apologize  that  there  was  another  committee  going  on,  but  I 
wanted  to  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions.  No.  1  concerns  the  Forest 
Service. 

There  have  been  some  who  have  recommended  that  the  Forest 
Service  ought  not  to  be  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  at  all.  It 
confuses  functions  of  the  Department,  you  have  over  40,000  em- 
ployees there,  problems  unique  and  unrelated  to  traditional  prob- 
lems of  farmers  and  ranchers  generally  and  relate  much  more  to 
land  management  issues  associated  traditionally  with  the  Forest 
Service. 
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Would  you  comment  on  that? 

Mr.  Freeman.  I  would  have  agreed  with  you  before  I  became  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture.  After  living  with  this  and  the  problems  of  our 
natural  resources  nationwide,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  combination 
is  a  useful  one.  In  Interior,  you  find  management  of  significant 
amounts  of  land.  When  you  come  to  the  National  Park  Service, 
which  people  are  usually  thinking  about  in  this  connection,  the  uti- 
lization of  the  forests  for  recreation  purpose  and  that  in  the  Park 
Service  are  really  quite  different. 

In  the  Forest  Service,  there  is  the  multiple-use  philosophy  for  a 
variety  of  different  activities,  all  of  which  are  important.  In  the 
Park  Service,  it  is  a  focus  on  extraordinary  locales  and  historic  ex- 
hibits and  that  kind  of  thing. 

Furthermore,  there  developed  a  quite  friendly — competitive  in  a 
sense — relationship  between  the  two.  I  think  each  is  kind  of  chal- 
lenged by  the  other  and  work  together  surprisingly  well.  At  least, 
that  was  my  experience. 

I  would  feel  that  we  should  let  well  enough  alone  where  that  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  Bergland.  In  addition  to  that,  we  have  a  very  large  private 
forestry  resource  program  in  the  United  States.  I  haven't  seen  the 
numbers  for  awhile,  but  a  few  years  ago  I  know  there  was  more 
timber  and  timber  products  produced  on  private  land  than  on  pub- 
lic land.  These  private  woodlot  owners  received  technical  guidance 
and  help  from  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  It  is  clearly  an  agricultural 
crop  in  that  context. 

I  believe  that  functions  like  that  could  be  defended  as  a  Forest 
Service  responsibility. 

Mr.  Freeman.  I  would  add  that  there  is  a  certain  morale  to  a 
Service.  I  happened  to  be  in  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  and  every  time 
the  other  services  want  to  gobble  them  up,  the  hair  goes  up  on  the 
back  of  my  neck. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Maybe  we  should  merge  it  with  the  Merchant 
Marines,  then?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Madigan.  The  people  who  suggest  that  it  shouldn't  be  in  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  presumably  are  thinking  about  putting 
it  back  in  the  Department  of  Interior  where  it  once  was. 

I  think  it  is  just  as  well  off  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as 
it  would  be  in  the  Department  of  Interior,  but  I  would  suggest  that 
there  are  some  efficiencies  that  could  come  about  if  one  would  pay 
attention  to  the  fact  that  in  some  counties  in  some  States  the  De- 
partment of  Interior  owns  grasslands  and  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture owns  grasslands  in  the  same  places.  They  are  not  always 
managed  the  same,  they  do  not  always  charge  the  same  grazing 
fees,  and  they  may  both  have  employees  in  the  same  place  literally 
doing  the  same  thing.  I  think  some  attention  could  be  paid  to  that 
sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Glickman.  My  final  question  concerns  making  the  USDA 
farmer-friendly  at  the  field  office  level. 

The  Secretary  talked  about — actually,  I  have  made  the  proposal 
as  well  that  we  have  a  Farm  Service  office  as  opposed  to  an  ASCS 
office  and  an  SCS  office,  and  maybe  an  Extension  office — I'm  not 
quite  sure — where  you  would  basically  combine  the  functions  of  the 
people  who  deal  with  the  farmers  on  a  day-to-day  basis  so  that 
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they  don't  have  to  go  to  two  or  three  different  places  to  get  the 
same  job  done. 

Is  that  feasible?  Do  you  think  it  is  a  good  idea  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Freeman.  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea.  I  tried  to  do  it  and  found 
it  extraordinarily  difficult.  There  is  an  old  sa3dng,  "Secretaries  of 
Agriculture  come  and  go,  but  we're  going  to  be  here  for  a  long 
time." 

Sometimes  that  prevails,  so  the  effort  to  do  what  you're  talking 
about  is  too  difficult.  I  also  included,  wherever  possible,  local  gov- 
ernmental agencies  that  overlapped  in  doing  similar  things  so  that 
everjdhing  to  do  with  the  government  in  a  county  could  be  in  the 
same  office  building. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  think  it  can  be  carried  a  step  beyond  what 
we've  all  had  experience  with,  namely,  collocation.  Collocation  of 
these  offices  I  think  is  a  minimum.  But  it  couldn't  go  beyond  that. 

I  think  it  is  conceivable  that  these  farmer  service  agencies  could 
have  a  single  local  administrative  supervisor  that  when  it  comes  to 
the  administrative  work  of  the  agencies  certain  costs  could  be  re- 
duced by  having  computer  structures  that  are  compatible,  elimi- 
nate confusion  within  the  ranks — there  doesn't  need  to  be  several. 
Only  one  will  do. 

There  are  many  administrative  complexities  that  could  be  re- 
duced or  eliminated  if  it  is  carried  beyond  simple  collocation. 

I  think,  however,  we  have  to  recognize  that  in  the  program  ad- 
ministration, Farmers  Home,  for  example,  deals  largely  with  agri- 
cultural credits.  It  is  a  lender  of  last  resort.  It  has  a  special  kind 
of  discipline,  special  sorts  of  skills  are  required,  as  compared  with 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  that  has  an  entirely  different  agenda. 
I  think  to  say  that  the  two  are  the  same  would  be  to  argue  that 
a  bank  and  a  barbershop  are  alike.  They're  not. 

We  have  to  recognize  the  mandate  under  law,  but  if  it  is  looked 
at  as  a  single  unit  of  service  delivery,  I  think  that  the  expenses  can 
be  reduced  and  the  programs  improved. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Ed. 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  agree  with  that.  They're  not  all  busy  at  the  same 
time  of  year.  As  you  move  toward  consolidation  and  cross  training 
of  people,  at  a  very  busy  time  for  the  ASCS,  people  from  SCS  or 
from  some  other  agency  would  be  able  to  fill  in  and  be  helpful  if 
they  had  the  training  to  do  it — signing  up  for  disaster  programs, 
for  example,  signing  up  for  farm  programs,  et  cetera. 

But  the  other  thing  that  can  be  accomplished  the  more  you  think 
in  terms  of  collocation  and  consolidation  is  the  technology  that  is 
available  today  in  computers,  telecommunications,  and  other  things 
that  you  can't  begin  to  afford  to  think  about  doing  if  you're  going 
to  do  it  for  42  agencies  and  for  14,000  offices. 

If  you  think  about  consolidation  and  you  think  about  collocation, 
you  can  think  about  having  a  more  modem  and  more  efficient  sys- 
tem that  would  be  a  better  service  to  the  farmers. 

Mr.  Glickman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Madigan,  you  have  suggested  rather  draconian 
kinds  of  reductions  in  your  testimony.  For  example,  you  rec- 
ommend 1,200  closures  of  14,000  offices  and  then  suggest  maybe 
another  800  could  be  included.  You  intimate  that  maybe  15,000 
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people  could  be  taken  out  of  the  Forest  Service  of  some  42,000  em- 
ployees. 

In  your  opinion,  should  we  do  that?  Would  there  be  less  service 
to  farmers  in  this  country  and  would  consumers  be  less  served  if 
we  did  that? 

Mr.  Madigan.  Let  me  make  some  points. 

As  far  as  your  saying  that  I  am  recommending  these  things,  in 
terms  of  presenting  it  as  a  challenge,  let's  say  that  I  am  rec- 
ommending it.  But  I  don't  feel  that  I  am  insensitive  at  all  in  doing 
that  because  I  am  sa3dng  to  you  that  there  would  still  be  over 
12,300  field  offices  of  USDA.  We  know  that  we  are  in  the  third 
year  of  the  Federal  pay  raise.  And  we  know  that  Federal  pensions 
are  based  on  the  3  highest  years.  And  we  knew  when  I  was  at  the 
Department  that  people  were  planning  at  the  Department  for  how 
we  were  going  to  deal  with  the  exodus  of  people  who  were  going 
to  leave  when  they  were  at  the  end  of  that  third  year  and  they 
have  the  3  high  years  for  their  pension. 

So  I  think  a  lot  of  these  things  can  be  done  without  hurting  peo- 
ple. I  think  if  you  think  in  terms  of  cross-training  people  and  con- 
solidating some  of  these  functions  you  create  job  opportunities  for 
people  in  agencies  where  they  are  not  presently  employed. 

I  think  it  can  all  be  done  over  a  period  of  time  through  natural 
attrition,  through  this  special  3-year  Federal  retirement  thing  I  re- 
ferred to,  and  I  might  suggest  to  you  that  the  President  is  supposed 
to  announce  today  some  special  initiative  for  the  retraining  of  em- 
ployees who  are  dislocated  as  a  result  of  the  major  cuts  that  are 
going  to  occur  in  military  bases  and  the  aerospace  industry  and 
other  things. 

These  people  work  for  USDA  and  from  my  experience  are  all 
wonderful  people,  but  they  aren't  any  different  from  those  people 
at  those  military  bases  in  your  district  or  in  the  district  that  I  rep- 
resented. And  as  the  President  reaches  out  to  them,  you  can  tailor 
those  programs  to  also  accommodate  whatever  dislocation  would 
occur  in  USDA. 

Mr.  Smith.  Again,  Mr.  Madigan,  I  find  myself  in  a  catch-22  situ- 
ation that  I  would  like  your  comments  concerning. 

Regarding  the  Forest  Service,  42,000  employees,  and  yet  we  are 
faced  with  a  question  of  below  cost  sales  and  forests  being  elimi- 
nated. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  we  have  reduced  the  ASQ  by  half,  by 
50  percent,  losing  25,000  jobs  in  the  process,  driving  to  a  halt  the 
timber  industry  basically  in  region  VI  of  the  Forest  Service.  For  the 
first  time,  two  forests  have  become  below  cost  timber  sales  simply 
because  we  cut  the  ASQ  in  half,  we  retained  the  same  administra- 
tion and  overhead,  therefore  it  is  a  self-prophecy  in  action. 

Of  course,  there  are  going  to  be  below  cost  sales.  So  on  the  one 
hand  we  have  folks  in  this  administration  saying  we  ought  to  elimi- 
nate below  cost  sales.  On  the  other  hand,  we  need  the  people  to  put 
up  the  sales,  to  harvest,  but  at  the  same  time  we  can't  use  the  peo- 
ple because  we  are  a  below  cost  sales  program. 

What  do  we  do  about  that? 

Mr.  Madigan.  Punt.  [Laughter.] 

The  listing  of  the  northern  spotted  owl  has  substantially  reduced 
the  timber  harvest  in  your  part  of  the  country.  The  northern  spot- 
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ted  owl,  who  is  different  than  the  California  spotted  owl,  who  is  dif- 
ferent than  the  Mexican  spotted  owl.  The  Secretary  of  Interior  has 
now  listed  the  Mexican  spotted  owl  as  an  endangered  species. 

So  you  have  the  substantial  reduction  in  harvest  in  your  part  of 
the  country,  you're  going  to  have  that  same  reduction  in  harvest 
in  the  Southwest.  We're  all  big  boys  here.  We  know  you  are  not 
going  to  substantially  change  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  So  those 
things  are  with  us.  Those  things  are  here  to  stay.  The  price  of  con- 
structing a  new  home  is  now  some  $11,000  higher  because  of  the 
difference  in  timber  costs. 

I  think  all  of  these  things  have  to  be  looked  at  when  you're  look- 
ing at  the  Department.  If  you're  not  going  to  harvest  timber  in  two 
regions  of  the  county  where  substantial  harvests  previously  took 
place  on  public  lands,  do  you  need  42,000  employees  in  the  Forest 
Service? 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  DOOLEY  [assuming  chair].  Mr.  Emerson. 

Mr.  Emerson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  apologize  for  my  tardiness  in  arriving  here  this  morning  and 
also  for  the  fact  that  I  can't  stay  now  because  we  have  a  vote  on. 
But  I  will  tell  you  that  having  sat  here  and  listened  for  the  last 
45  minutes,  my  morning  has  already  been  made  very  worthwhile 
by  hearing  the  commentary  that  the  three  of  you  have  engaged  in 
while  responding  to  questions  asked. 

I  thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  your  contribution. 

Ed,  do  you  know  how  many  lawyers  there  are  in  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice? That  might  be  the  answer  to  how  many  employees  are  in  the 
Forest  Service.  [Laughter.] 

There  was  a  point  in  time  a  couple  of  years  ago  when  every  tim- 
ber sale  in  the  Mark  Twain  National  Forest— four-fifths  of  which 
lies  within  my  district — was  under  appeal  by  third  parties.  Most  of 
them  were  dismissed  as  frivolous,  but  they  all  had  to  be  dealt  with. 

How  many  lawyers  does  the  Forest  Service  have? 

Mr.  IVlADiGAN.  They  don't  have  any.  There  were  253  attorneys  in 
the  Office  of  General  Counsel  for  the  Department,  and  the  Depart- 
ment does  legal  work  for  the  Forest  Service.  A  number  of  those  are 
assigned  to  the  Forest  Service,  but  I  don't  know  what  the  number 
is.  When  you  ultimately  wind  up  in  Federal  court,  the  Forest  Serv- 
ice and  the  Department  are  both  represented  by  the  Department 
of  Justice.  I  don't  know  how  many  lawyers  the  Department  of  Jus- 
tice has  assigned  to  Forest  Service  issues. 

But  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  while  I  was  at  the  Department  there 
were  30,000  lawsuits. 

Mr.  Emerson.  Well,  that's  interesting. 

I  read  the  other  day  in  the  course  of  some  commentary  on  the 
confirmation  of  the  new  Attorney  General  that  the  Justice  Depart- 
ment was  the  fastest  growing  Department  in  the  Government.  So 
maybe  the  answer  to  that  growth  lies  in  the  job  it  has  to  do  for 
the  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Madigan.  Well,  it  lies — I  don't  mean  this  as  a  criticism  of 
you  or  this  committee  or  the  Congress.  I  was  a  member  of  this  com- 
mittee and  of  the  Congress  and  I  have  a  voting  record  like  all  the 
rest  of  you.  I  think  I  voted  for  every  agricultural  bill  that  was  con- 
sidered during  the  time  I  was  in  the  Congress. 
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But  things  are  written  into  them  that  cause  these  lawsuits  to 
come  to  pass. 

Mr.  Bergland.  If  the  gentleman  would  jdeld,  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  is  not  run  by  a  Federal  agency.  It  is  run  by  the  courts. 
Insofar  as  I  can  tell,  every  decision  made  in  the  administration  on 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  is  challenged  and  it  goes  to  court  and 
the  opinions  are  handed  down,  they  are  appealed,  and  it  goes  on 
and  on.  That  is  how  the  program  is  run.  It  is  little  wonder  that  it 
is  bogged  down. 

I  have  agreed  to  head  a  committee  of  business  organizations  to 
deal  with  amending  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  We  consider  our- 
selves political  moderates,  trjdng  to  see  if  we  can't  get  out  of  this 
swamp  and  end  this  business  of  litigation — or  at  least  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  every  decision  being  appealed. 

Mr.  Emerson.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  think  that  is  a  good  com- 
ment and  I  would  like  to  work  with  you,  too. 

Ed,  I  really  agree  with  your  statement  about  voting  for  these 
laws.  I  have  made  the  point  in  my  own  constituency  at  times  that 
I  think  maybe  Congress  is  not  careful  enough  with  the  laws  that 
we  pass  in  the  first  instance.  But  in  addition  to  that,  in  every  bill 
we  pass  I  think  we  ought  to  exercise  greater  oversight.  I  think  we 
should  spend  as  much  of  our  time  exercising  oversight  as  we  do  in 
legislating. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in  every  bill  we  pass  that  be- 
comes a  law,  there  is  always  that  one-line  ringer  at  the  end,  "And 
we  hereby  delegate  to  the  appropriate  agency  the  authority  to  im- 
plement this  legislation  with  appropriate  regulation." 

I  think  very  often  that  is  where  the  problem  really  begins.  As 
those  folks  with  the  finely  sharpened  pencils  interpret  the  imposi- 
tion of  regulations  pursuant  to  law  a  lot  of  times  intentions  that 
I  am  not  sure  we  had  when  we  were  writing  the  law. 

Would  you  care  to  comment? 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  agree  with  you.  Secretary  Bergland  is  correct 
when  he  says  that  the  courts  interpret  what  the  Congress  has 
done.  The  interpretation  they  have  put  upon  it  is  often  quite  dif- 
ferent than  what  I  think  was  intended.  Because  of  that,  I  have 
been  urging  this  morning  that  people  pay  a  whole  lot  more  atten- 
tion to  how  it  is  done  with  a  view  toward  how  the  court  is  going 
to  see  it  3  or  4  years  down  the  road. 

Mr.  Emerson.  That's  a  good  point. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statement  that  I  would  like  to  submit 
for  the  record  together  with  a  letter  to  the  current  Secretary  of  Ag- 
riculture commenting  on  the  organization  about  which  our  distin- 
guished witnesses  here  are  testifying  today. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will  ap- 
pear in  the  record,  at  the  beginning  of  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Emerson.  Thank  you. 

I  thank  all  of  you. 

Mr.  DoOLEY.  I  had  a  question  concerning  your  anecdotal  story, 
Mr.  Bergland,  about  the  trouble  with  closing  the  churches.  I  think 
that  probably  identified  some  of  the  problems  we're  having  now. 
The  Government  tends  to  operate  too  much  like  a  church  and  not 
like  a  business  oftentimes. 
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I  wonder  if  we  do  not  have  an  opportunity  here  with  the  propos- 
als that  you  offered,  Secretary  Madigan,  that  are  out  that  have 
been  under  review  for  some  period  of  time  to  be  implemented  in 
this  new  administration. 

We  get  very  concerned  about  some  of  the  human  costs  that  are 
going  to  make  it  difficult  to  enact  some  of  these  changes.  I  know 
that  in  testimony  last  year  you  stated  that  you  thought  a  good 
amount  of  this  reduction  could  be  achieved  through  attrition. 

Over  what  period  of  time?  Do  you  think  the  vast  majority  or  al- 
most all  of  it  could  be  achieved  in  that  manner? 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  think  that  being  in  the  third  year  of  the  Federal 
pay  raise  is  a  factor.  And  people  in  the  Grovemment,  as  I  men- 
tioned a  moment  ago,  are  planning  for  an  exodus.  They  are  trying 
to  figure  out  how  they  deal  with  the  exodus  that  is  going  to  occur. 

There  is  a  natural  attrition  rate  that  is  on  top  of  that.  I  think 
over  a  4-year  period  of  time  or  a  5-year  period  of  time,  if  someone 
went  about  this  methodically  and  in  a  sensitive  way,  most  of  this 
could  be  handled  by  attrition,  as  I  said  last  year. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Was  there  ever  any  consideration — or  is  there  not 
an  apparent  need — to  go  into  a  golden  handshake-type  of  program 
in  order  to  achieve  these  objectives?  Do  you  believe  that  this  could 
be  achieved  simply  through  the  normal  attrition? 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  think  most  of  it  can  be.  I  read  on  the  Federal 
page  of  the  paper  last  night  that  various  Federal  employees  are 
sending  in  suggestions  about  how  to  save  money  for  the  Govern- 
ment. One  of  the  suggestions  was  to  structure  the  retirement  sys- 
tem a  little  bit  differently  so  that  somebody  less  than  age  55  with 
less  than  20  years  of  service  could  retire  at  a  reduced  benefit.  If 
they  had  15  years  of  service  and  were  50  years  old,  they  could  re- 
tire at  a  percentage  benefit  that  would  be  reasonably  calculated  to 
be  fair  to  both  the  Government  and  the  employee. 

I  think  that  all  those  kinds  of  things  should  be  looked  at  when 
you're  talking  about  a  point  in  the  history  of  the  country  where 
you're  going  to  need  all  these  budget  cuts  that  you  gentlemen  are 
discussing  up  here,  all  the  taxes  that  you're  discussing  up  here, 
and  I  think  everything  ought  to  be  on  the  table.  If  we  can  get  by 
with  fewer  offices  in  USD  A  and  fewer  military  bases  in  DOD,  and 
do  some  changes  in  the  retirement  system  that  makes  it  easier  for 
people  to  retire — all  of  these  things  ought  to  be  on  the  table. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Mr.  Dooley,  I  think  this  problem  is  mostly  politi- 
cal. I  don't  know  of  anybody  who  would  argue  against  what  we 
have  been  recommending  here  on  economic  grounds.  I  think  we  can 
all  make  the  argument  that  there  are  certain  economic  advantages 
to  this  kind  of  consolidation  or  collocation,  and  that  is  really  not 
what  is  at  stake  here. 

The  problem  is  a  political  one.  The  notion  that  a  community  is 
going  to  lose  its  longstanding  ASCS  office  or  office  of  the  Soil  Con- 
servation Service,  or  whatever  is  something  that  upsets  them.  It  is 
a  cut  in  the  traditional  Federal  lifeline.  It  is  a  change  and  they 
don't  understand  the  reasoning  behind  it. 

I  think  the  Department  needs  to  go  on  a  very  effective  political 
campaign  to  persuade  the  communities  that  they  are  not  going  to 
be  at  a  disadvantage.  A  service  will  be  provided.  It  will  be  as  good 
or  better  than  before.  This  is  really  something  that  is  in  their  long- 
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term  best  interest.  But  they  can't  sell  it  on  the  basis  of  saving  dol- 
lars and  cents.  I  have  had  enough  experience  to  know  that  that  is 
not  the  way  you  do  this. 

Mr.  Stenholm  [resuming  chair].  Secretary  Freeman,  you  men- 
tioned that  during  your  tenure  you  had  some  consolidations,  offices 
closed  around  the  country  with  fairly  significant  savings. 

What  was  the  experience  in  the  areas  where  the  offices  were 
closed?  Did  you  have  similar  responses  as  Secretary  Madigan's  pro- 
posal? 

Mr.  Freeman.  Yes.  There  was  a  very  strong  resistance  at  closing 
offices.  That  transmitted  itself  to  members  of  the  Agriculture  Com- 
mittee who  then  opposed  quite  vocally.  It  was  very  difficult  to  han- 
dle. Frankly,  we  had  other  things  to  do  at  that  point  and  limited 
room  to  move  to  get  those  more  immediate  and  pressing  results,  so 
I  took  on  some  other  battles  and  let  that  one  sit  for  awhile  and 
didn't  give  that  as  much  attention  as  the  current  situation  and 
overall  support  in  terms  of  economies,  budget  reductions,  and  the 
rest — which  today  is  the  No.  1  priority — consolidation  was  not  of 
comparable  urgency  then. 

So  although  we  accomplished  some  things  in  that  direction,  it 
was  not  a  major  press. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  You  also  stated  on  page  8  in  your  statement 
that:  "To  improve  the  effectiveness  of  our  broad  consumer-oriented 
and  marketing  programs,  we  combined  these  activities  of  the  De- 
partment into  a  consumer  and  marketing  service  and  placed  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  in  one  agency." 

Since  then,  they  have  been  divided,  I  suppose.  I  am  not  sure 
when. 

My  question  to  each  of  you  today — Secretary  Madigan,  in  your 
recommendation  I  believe  you  recommended  a  continued  separation 
of  the  inspection  from  the  nutrition  and  consumer  program. 

I  would  like  a  comment,  starting  with  Secretary  Freeman,  on 
that  particular  proposal. 

Mr.  Freeman.  As  of  then  and  the  personnel  that  was  available, 
by  bringing  them  together  to  solve  the  common  problems,  it  worked 
very  well.  I  saw  no  reason  to  change  it  during  the  8  years  I  was 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Secretary  Madigan. 

Mr.  Madigan.  Actually,  what  I  proposed  was  to  put  them  back 
together.  I  proposed  that  there  be  an  Under  Secretary  for  inspec- 
tion, grading,  and  regulatory  programs.  That  Under  Secretary 
would  be  responsible  for  the  inspection  and  grading  programs,  ani- 
mal and  plant  health  protection  programs,  and  the  packers  and 
stockyards  programs. 

But  I  did  not  propose  that  those  inspection,  grading,  and  regu- 
latory programs  be  combined  with  the  nutrition  and  consumer 
services.  I  think  that  was  something  that  was  being  discussed  dur- 
ing the  transition,  but  it  wasn't  an  idea  that  had  come  from  me. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  And  you  don't  believe  that  would  be  a  good  idea? 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  do  not  believe  that  would  be  a  good  idea.  I  think 
Secretary  Espy  may  now  believe  that  that  is  not  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Secretary  Bergland. 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  don't  know  enough  about  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  That  is  a  good  reason  not  to  comment  on  it.  If 
only  we  all  could  do  so  good.  [Laughter.] 

I  have  no  other  questions  right  now. 

Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman,  just  quickly,  to  any  of  the  three  who 
would  like  to  comment — and  this  example  is  really  not  on  the  ques- 
tion of  reorganization,  but  rather  on  the  question  of  cost  to  farmer. 
It  seems  to  me  that  structure  in  the  USDA  has  a  great  deal  to  do 
with  what  happens  on  the  farm,  the  cost  of  farming,  overhead,  and 
so  forth.  But  I,  for  instance,  took  a  small  county  in  my  area  of  Or- 
egon, which  derives  its  living  primarily  upon  public  lands — 75  per- 
cent of  the  county  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Gk)vemment — and  its 
people  derive  their  living  from  wheat,  timber  harvest,  and  livestock 
grazing  primarily  on  Federal  land. 

I  used  the  example  of  what  could  occur  if  the  Congress  passes 
what  we  anticipate  might  be  possible  to  pass — at  least  in  the 
House.  For  instance,  it  appears  as  though  we  might  have  a  tripling 
of  the  grazing  fee,  which  in  all  cases — everybody  tells  us — will 
drive  most  of  the  ranching  operations  off  the  public  lands,  or  break 
them  in  trying  to  pay  for  the  tripling  of  the  grazing  fee. 

A  below  cost  timber  sales  program — which  means  that  if  you 
eliminated  all  the  below  cost  timber  sales,  and  with  it  you  stalled 
the  salvage  operations  that  have  not  gotten  off  the  ground  at  all — 
we  have  3  billion  board  feet  of  dead  standing  timber  in  the  North- 
west in  my  district — which  in  itself  starves  the  mills — ^we're  losing 
a  mill  a  week — ^then  add  to  it  a  50-cent-per-acre-foot  surcharge  on 
irrigation  water  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  add  to  that  a 
500-percent  increase  in  the  inland  waterway  fee  tax,  which  I  am 
using  as  a  cost  of  about  10  cents  per  bushel,  and  on  top  of  that  a 
Btu  tax — that  works  out  to  the  average  farm  in  this  little  county 
to  about  $1,500  to  $2,000  a  year — how  in  the  world  can  we  restruc- 
ture the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  keep  farmers  in  my  little 
county  alive  when  it  appears  as  though  they  are  going  to  be  asked 
for  their  share  of  this  whole  program  another — conservatively — 
$6,000  per  farm  under  these  kinds  of  programs? 

Mr.  Madigan. 

Mr.  Madigan.  Mr.  Smith,  I  think  one  of  the  unfortunate  things 
that  is  occurring  this  morning  is  that  we  are  focusing  all  this  atten- 
tion on  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  I  think  a  side  effect  of  that 
is  that  we're  going  to  create  the  impression  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  is  a  big,  bloated  bureaucracy  and  it  is  the  only  one 
in  the  Federal  Government. 

I  think  the  things  that  have  been  said  about  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  could  be  said  about  any  Agency  or  Department  of  the 
Federal  Government.  I  think  somebody  could  go  into  any  other  De- 
partment of  the  Federal  Grovemment  and  find  all  kinds  of  savings 
that  could  be  made  if  one  were  willing  to  introduce  the  technology 
and  the  management  techniques  that  are  used  in  successful  busi- 
nesses today. 

My  own  view  is  that  that  sort  of  thing  ought  to  be  done.  It  ought 
to  be  done  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  it  ought  to  be 
done  across  the  Federal  GrOvemment  in  every  Department  and 
Agency  of  the  Federal  Government.  And  that  ought  to  be  a  primary 
focus  of  the  President  and  his  Cabinet  and  all  the  committees  of 
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Congress.  And  when  that  is  done,  if  we  still  have  a  problem  of  the 
magnitude  that  we  have,  then  we  would  have  to  start  talking  about 
these  taxes  and  other  things. 

But  I  think  the  situation  that  you  described  for  your  farmers  in 
that  little  county  in  Oregon  is  a  very  real  situation.  I  think  they 
are  entitled  to  know  that  the  entire  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  been  brought  under  reasonable  cost  controls  and  modern 
management  techniques,  and  that  every  attempt  is  being  made  to 
save  every  dollar  that  can  be  saved  before  they  are  asked  to  pay 
any  more  money. 

Mr.  Bergland.  Mr.  Smith,  we  all  know  that  Presidents  can  pro- 
pose, but  the  Congress  will  dispose.  These  matters,  for  the  most 
part,  are  not  going  to  take  place  without  the  consent  of  the  Con- 
gress. Many  of  these  notions  are  going  to  be  brought  to  this  com- 
mittee for  review  and  for  final  decision. 

The  grazing  fee  matter,  for  example,  is  an  issue  in  which  I  spent 
a  great  deal  of  time  during  my  tenure  at  USDA.  Our  objective  was 
to  bring  fairness  and  balance  between  public  and  private  grazing 
arrangements.  The  public  fee  should  be  no  less  nor  greater  than 
that  which  would  be  charged  or  paid  on  private  lands  of  similar 
productivity.  That  formula  got  changed  a  little  bit  in  the  process, 
but  I  think  it  is  still  a  good  guiding  principle. 

I  have  not  seen  the  details  of  the  President's  announcement  on 
grazing  fees,  but  if  it  violates  that  principle  of  fairness — whether 
public  or  private  lands — I  think  the  principle  is  wrong,  but  this 
committee  and  the  Congress  will  have  a  chance  to  examine  that  in 
detail. 

On  matters  like  the  energy  tax,  I  work  for  the  rural  electric  co- 
operatives and  we  are  looking  at  the  impact  of  the  energy  tax  on 
rural  Americans.  On  the  electric  side,  it  amounts  to  about  $3  per 
month.  So  at  that  level,  at  least,  it  is  not  a  particularly  onerous 
burden.  But  any  burden  can  be  hurtful.  Those  farmers,  ranchers, 
and  citizens  are  going  to  wind  up  paying  the  cost  of  any  of  these 
additional  taxes  that  are  in  the  President's  proposal.  We  all  know 
it  is  going  to  wind  up  right  out  there  where  the  rubber  meets  the 
road. 

Growers  are  going  to  have  few  choices.  Either  they  get  more  in- 
come or  they  are  going  to  be  in  serious,  serious  financial  trouble. 
Many  may  even  be  forced  to  give  up. 

Mr.  Smith.  Secretary  Freeman. 

Mr.  Freeman.  The  problem  that  you  focus  on  is  a  real  one.  Sec- 
retary Bergland's  comments  point  out  that  we  are  seeing  some  ad- 
justments and  transitions  taking  place  in  the  country  in  all  the 
natural  resource  areas  but  also  in  the  agricultural  and  farming 
areas.  I  think  everyone  here  knows  that  the  percentage  of  our  pop- 
ulation that  is  now  farming  in  this  country  is  not  much  more  than 
2  percent.  I  don't  have  at  my  immediate  command  how  much  it  has 
gone  down,  but  I  know  it  has  gone  down  significantly. 

At  the  same  time,  we  are  producing  at  a  level  where  we  can  feed 
our  own  people  better  than  anywhere  else  in  the  world  and  we  can 
still  have  some  40  percent  potential  available  for  export.  That  is 
the  miracle  of  all  history  in  terms  of  productivity.  There  has  been 
a  greater  application  of  capital  and  new  technology,  than  ever  be- 
fore in  history  and  some  adjustments  have  been  painful.  Whatever 
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we  can  do  to  ease  that  transition  and  soften  the  blows  that  come 
with  major  adjustments  should  be  undertaken.  Human  well-being 
should  be  very  high  on  the  adjustment  tenure. 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Roberts,  do  you  have  any  additional  ques- 
tions? 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  just  want  to  touch  on  one  thing  that  may  have 
been  covered.  I  apologize  to  my  colleagues  for  the  delay.  I  know 
these  gentlemen  have  important  things  to  do. 

But  since  Secretary  Freeman  is  a  former  Marine  and  I  am  a 
former  Marine — let  the  record  show  that  there  are  no  ex-Marines. 
[Laughter.] 

We  have  esprit  de  corps  as  the  basis  for  our  outfit,  and  I  hope 
we  have  pretty  good  esprit  de  corps  within  the  USDA. 

When  Mr.  Stenholm  and  I  went  forth  to  six  States,  it  happened 
right  after  the  ASCS  has  been  at  work  overtime — and  I  mean  over- 
time— to  get  the  disaster  checks  out.  I  know  Ed  told  Keith  Bjerke 
to  do  that  on  an  expedited  basis,  and  he  did.  These  folks  really 
worked  overtime  with  a  difficult  formula.  It  was  unprecedented  in 
regard  to  the  way  that  we  were  able  to  expedite  some  cash  flow  to 
our  very  hard-pressed  producers. 

In  California,  I  really  caught  it  because  I  was  asking  some  tough 
questions.  The  SCS  folks  were  worried  that  rather  than  really  stick 
to  their  primary  mission,  as  they  thought  about  it — and  that  is  to 
offset  the  environmental  degradation  and  to  work  in  a  partnership 
effort  with  the  growers  and  other  citizens  out  there — all  of  a  sud- 
den now  they  had  to  go  and  be  sort  of  an  environmental  SWAT 
team  protecting  endangered  species  and  enforcing  the  approved 
conservation  plan  in  the  Farm  Security  Act. 

Basically,  they  told  me  that  if  my  Kansas  farmers  were  not  ad- 
hering to  the  law  that  was  my  problem,  but  don't  saddle  them  with 
this  responsibility.  They  had  other  work  to  do  and  the  paperwork 
was  about  to  kill  them.  Just  at  the  time  when  they  were  working 
overtime,  and  just  at  the  time  when  they  are  really  thinking 
they're  doing  a  good  job,  out  came  the  story  in  the  Kansas  City 
Star  and  all  the  other  criticisms  that  here  was  an  agency  full  of 
bureaucrats  and  bloat. 

It  has  been  my  experience  that  a  bureaucrat  is  an  easy  target 
to  pick  on — more  especially  for  those  of  us  in  the  Congress — until 
you  need  him,  and  then  he  becomes  a  senior  level  executive  who 
has  a  great  deal  of  expertise  and  who  can  tell  you  whether  you 
should  do  something  or  you  shouldn't. 

At  the  local  ASCS  office,  obviously  folks  there  are  described  in 
short,  jerky  sentences  by  producers  who  are  standing  in  line  with 
language  I  am  not  going  to  repeat  here,  until  all  of  a  sudden  you 
need  somebody  there  to  help  you  through  the  approved  conserva- 
tion plan  that  takes  a  great  deal  of  expertise — just  as  Bob's  son- 
in-law  has. 

I  am  worried  about  esprit  de  corps  of  what  I  consider  to  be  some 
very  dedicated  employees.  They  have  been  belabored  and  belea- 
guered in  this  whole  effort  here  and  sort  of  a  punching  bag  down 
there. 
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I  am  just  wondering  if  you  would  care  to  comment  on  that.  I 
know  we  can  cut  back,  and  we're  going  to  do  that.  We  can  consoH- 
date.  We're  going  to  take  the  Madigan  plan  and  merge  it  with  the 
Espy  plan  and  we're  going  to  do  a  better  job. 

But  I  just  worry  a  little  bit  about  some  very  dedicated  people 
who  have  done  some  very  fine  work.  Their  contributions  never 
make  the  press. 

Would  any  of  you  care  to  comment  on  my  spleen-venting  on  be- 
half of  the  Department  employees? 

Mr.  Bergland.  I  think  it  kind  of  goes  with  the  territory.  I  hear 
people  criticize  Congress,  but  the  exception  to  the  rule  is  their  own 
Member.  It  is  well-known  that  Members  survive  this  general  in- 
dictment of  Congress  because  everybody  knows  that  Congressman 
Roberts  is  not  like  the  rest  of  them.  He  is  better. 

That  is  true  with  the  Post  Office.  People  complain  about  the  Post 
Office,  but  their  postman  is  fine. 

It  is  easy  to  attack  government  and  government  people  who  real- 
ly can't  defend  themselves.  They're  not  allowed  to  take  part  in  po- 
litical efforts  to  protect  their  interests.  They  are  vulnerable  and  I 
think  we  all  have  to  take  this  into  account  and  dismiss  most  of  this 
criticism  as  the  words  of  persons  who  don't  know  what  they're  talk- 
ing about. 

Mr.  Freeman.  I  would  just  like  to  make  this  comment  in  terms 
of  the  employees  of  the  Department. 

I  think  people  in  government — at  least  a  significant  segment — if 
they  are  given  a  chance  to  participate  and  they  feel  they  have  a 
part  of  the  action,  they  will  respond  magnificently.  I  have  had  fair- 
ly extensive  business  experience  in  the  private  sector,  and  I  found 
that  I  would  call  on  the  people  in  the  USDA  to  do  many  things 
which  I  wouldn't  even  dream  of  doing  in  the  private  sector.  The  re- 
sponse of  the  professionals  and  the  people  who  sometimes  have 
been  foreclosed  from  participation  at  a  policy  level — if  they  really 
get  a  piece  of  the  action  and  feel  they  are  a  part  of  it,  they  are 
magnificent. 

You  could  ask  them  to  work  60  hours  a  week  and  they  will  do 
so  without  complaint.  I  called  a  meeting  at  4  in  the  morning  once 
when  the  committee  voted  no  on  a  very  important  farm  bill.  So  by 
the  time  the  committee  door  opened  at  9  the  next  morning,  we 
would  have  another  bill  to  introduce.  Everybody  who  participated 
in  that  loved  it.  They  didn't  complain. 

So  the  core  people  are  dedicated  people.  They  should  have  consid- 
eration. But  they  should  also  be  utilized. 

I  might  add  that  some  of  the  loading  up — as  seen  with  Deputy 
Secretaries,  multiple  Under  Secretaries,  et  cetera — is  counter- 
productive. Pushing  people  to  a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  level, 
sometimes  for  political  reasons,  has  been  a  great  source  of  discour- 
agement for  the  career  people  who  are  very  knowledgeable  and  who 
resent  that  they  are  forced  to  report  to,  and  be  evaluated  by,  and 
directed  by,  people  who  have  very  little  knowledge  and  in  whom 
they  have  little  respect. 

I  frankly  see  no  reason  for  multiple  Under  Secretaries.  In  my 
day,  there  was  one,  then  there  were  about  five  Assistant  Secretar- 
ies and  that  was  it.  Layer  on  layer  on  layer  is  counterproductive. 
There  are  cost  savings  if  that  gets  worked  out  fairly. 


79 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  agree  with  Secretary  Freeman's  endorsement  of 
my  plan.  [Laughter.] 

I  also  agree  that  the  career  employees  at  USDA  are  outstanding 
people.  The  success  Mr.  O'Conner  and  I  had  in  the  GATT  negotia- 
tions and  in  any  number  of  other  things  was  because  of  the  career 
people,  the  knowledge  of  those  people  and  the  dedication  of  those 
people.  I  never  met  one  I  didn't  like. 

Mr.  Roberts.  How  much  time  and  effort  did  you  have  to  spend 
on  the  GAO  and  the  IG  folks  at  the  direction  of  some  in  the  Con- 
gress in  regard  to  your  policy  decisions?  Were  you  up  to  your  knees 
in  responding  back  to  these  folks  as  opposed  to  doing  your  job? 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  had  the  good  fortune  to  become  Secretary  just 
as  the  GAO  was  concluding  its  18-month  study  of  the  Department, 
and  just  as  the  Kansas  City  Star  was  concluding  its  16-month  in- 
vestigation of  the  Department,  and  just  as  the  Presidential  cam- 
paign was  gearing  up,  and  the  GATT  negotiations  were  getting 
most  serious,  and  the  farm  bill  had  to  be  implemented.  One  of  my 
friends  said  that  he  couldn't  understand  why  I  gave  up  my  seat  in 
Congress  where  I  had  the  chance  to  affect  agricultural  policy. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Roberts.  As  opposed  to  the  Secretary's  position. 

I  thank  all  three  of  you  gentlemen. 

Did  you  ever  meet  a  one-handed  person  from  the  GAO  so  they 
couldn't  say,  "On  the  other  hand'7  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Madigan.  They  have  a  very  special  problem.  They  are  an 
arm  of  the  Congress.  They  are  employees  of  the  Congress.  They 
may  very  well  know  that  any  of  the  problems  that  they're  reporting 
about  or  accounting  for  are  caused  by  one  legislative  initiative  or 
another,  but  they  have  to  be  very  selective  in  how  they  present 
that  to  their  employers. 

My  experience  was  that  it  was  presented,  but  it  was  sometimes 
difficult  to  find  in  the  report.  I  don't  mean  that  as  criticism  of  them 
because  they  were  in  the  position  of  investigating  their  employers 
and  reporting  on  the  activities  of  their  employers,  and  I  was  one 
of  them,  as  you  people  are. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Didn't  we  go  through  this  in  1981  with  Secretary 
Block  in  terms  of  a  reorganization  plan,  and  then  only  to  find  that 
we  had  some  GAO  reports  requested  by  some  on  the  committee  and 
in  the  Congress  that  said  to  go  the  other  way? 

Mr.  Madigan.  It  could  be,  but  I  don't  remember  that. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  am  reminded  by  staff  that  it  was  1985. 

Mr.  Madigan.  I  know  that  Jack  was  trying  very  hard  on  the  con- 
solidation thing.  He  was  getting  a  lot  of  flack  on  that  from  Mem- 
bers of  Congress.  If  he  were  here  today,  he  would  tell  you  that  the 
White  House  called  him  and  told  him  to  ease  up  on  the  consolida- 
tion and  collocation  because  of  the  pressure  they  were  getting  from 
Members  of  Congress  and  it  was  interfering  with  the  passage  of 
the  President's  program  on  larger  issues — tax  issues,  international 
affairs,  and  other  things. 

So  Jack  quit  pushing  so  hard  on  the  collocation  thing  that  all  of 
us  worked  on  and  that  all  of  us  had  experience  with. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  have  no  further  questions.  Bob,  you  said  it  very 
well,  that  Secretary  Espy  is  going  to  be  making  some  very  con- 
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troversial  suggestions  to  the  Congress,  as  each  of  you  has  experi- 
enced the  same  controversial  suggestions  and  what  happens,  and 
encourage  the  Congress  to  support  the  Secretary  in  his  endeavors. 

I  certainly — and  I  believe  I  speak  for  all  members  of  this  commit- 
tee— intend  to  do  just  that  because  we  have  no  other  choice.  The 
budget  that  was  passed  last  night  out  of  the  House  Budget  Com- 
mittee that  we  will  be  voting  on  next  week  guarantees  that  at  least 
three  functions  of  the  Federal  budget  are  going  to  have  to  make 
significant  improvements  in  our  management  abilities  to  avoid 
some  very  dire  consequences. 

First  is  the  Armed  Services  Committee;  second.  International  Af- 
fairs, which  is  extremely  important  to  agriculture;  and  third,  Agri- 
culture. Our  challenge  is  indeed  going  to  be  very  difficult.  And  un- 
less we  do  look  in-depth  at  making  efficiencies  where  we  can,  it  is 
going  to  be  extremely  difficult  for  us  to  come  out  with  the  kind  of 
results  that  any  one  of  us  would  want  us  to  come  out  with. 

That  is  the  bottom  line  and  that  is  why  we  are  here.  I  certainly 
concur  with  the  intent  of  the  previous  statements  of  my  colleague 
from  Kansas.  I  certainly  do  not  want  to  become  a  part  of  bureau- 
crat bashing,  which  seems  to  get  awful  easy  to  do  around  here. 

We  have  already  been  meeting  with  as  many  of  the  42  different 
agencies  of  USD  A,  encouraging  an  openness  both  from  a  leadership 
standpoint  on  an  individual  basis  of  constructive  suggestions  as  to 
how  we  might  proceed  and  end  up  doing  the  things  that  each  of 
you  have  suggested  and  that  you  did  during  your  tenure.  Some  of 
us  have  been  working  with  you  in  that  for  quite  some  time. 

That  is  the  spirit  under  which  we  started  today.  We  thank  you 
very  much  for  taking  your  time  to  be  with  us.  We  hope  and  expect 
that  you  will  be  available  for  consultation  with  our  staffs  and  our- 
selves at  different  times  as  we  try  to  do  what  we  have  set  out  to 
do. 

We  appreciate  your  being  here. 

I  now  call  panel  two,  Mr.  Dean,  Mr.  Szanton,  Ms.  Glynn,  and  Mr. 
Fallat. 

I  would  remind  all  of  our  witnesses  that  you  may  summarize 
your  statements.  They  will  be  entered  in  the  record  in  their  en- 
tirety. Also,  every  member  of  this  subcommittee  who  has  a  state- 
ment, it  will  be  inserted  in  the  record  in  the  proper  place. 

Our  first  witness  is  Mr.  Alan  L.  Dean,  National  Academy  of  Pub- 
lic Administration. 

STATEMENT  OF  ALAN  L.  DEAN,  FELLOW,  NATIONAL  ACADEMY 
OF  PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  HAROLD 
SEIDMAN,  GUEST  SCHOLAR,  CENTER  FOR  STUDY  OF  AMER- 
ICAN GOVERNMENT,  JOHNS  HOPKINS  CENTER 

Mr.  Dean.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  provided  the  subcommittee 
with  a  very  brief  statement,  knowing  that  it  would  wish  to  spend 
most  of  its  time  in  questions  and  in  panel  discussion. 

I  do  wish  to  read  parts  of  my  statement,  since  it  is  only  three 
pages  long,  with  some  interpolation. 

I  am  Alan  Dean.  I  am  pleased  to  take  part  in  this  hearing  to  dis- 
cuss Government  organization  and  management  strategies  which 
might  prove  helpful  to  the  subcommittee  as  it  seeks  to  improve  effi- 
ciency and  reduce  costs  in  the  operation  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
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culture.  The  views  I  am  presenting  today  are  my  own  and  not  nec- 
essarily those  of  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration,  of 
which  I  am  a  fellow. 

Accompanying  me  is  Dr.  Harold  Seidman,  who  is  also  a  senior 
fellow  of  the  National  Academy,  a  former  head  of  management  in 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  an  authority  on  Government  organi- 
zation. I  brought  him  along — and  the  committee  staff  is  aware  of 
this — with  the  expectation  that  he  can  make  valuable  contributions 
to  the  work  of  this  subcommittee. 

Let  me  say  that  I  am  very  encouraged,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  the  ap- 
proach being  taken  by  this  subcommittee.  Too  often  the  organiza- 
tion and  management  practices  of  an  executive  department  are  ad- 
dressed in  isolation.  As  a  consequence,  the  successful  features  of 
other  departments  and  agencies  may  be  overlooked  or  given  short 
shrift.  Your  decision  to  hear  from  persons  with  experience  in  orga- 
nizing and  managing  other  executive  departments  should  serve  you 
well  when  you  consider  specific  measures  to  enhance  the  effective- 
ness of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Ever5rthing  I  say  today  is  going  to  be  based  on  personal  involve- 
ment in  past  efforts  to  organize  or  manage  executive  departments. 
This  experience  goes  back  to  the  first  Hoover  Commission,  the 
Commission  on  Organization  of  the  executive  branch  of  Govern- 
ment, which  in  1948  and  1949  turned  out  the  first  authoritative  re- 
ports on  how  executive  departments  should  be  managed. 

I  commend  to  this  committee  the  commission's  relatively  short 
report  on  the  general  management  of  the  executive  branch.  I  think 
you  will  find  many  things  you  just  heard  from  the  Secretaries  ade- 
quately reflected,  and  these  are  still  of  current  validity  today. 

Another  milestone  to  which  I  would  like  to  call  particular  atten- 
tion of  the  committee  is  the  creation  and  operation  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation.  The  reason  is  that  that  Department  is 
about  the  same  size  as  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  It  also  has 
a  very  complex  mission  and  field  organization.  It  was  set  up  in 
1966  and  1967  and  it  was  created  from  scratch.  It  was,  therefore, 
possible  for  President  Johnson  and  the  DOT  task  force  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  best  experience  in  departmental  management  in  de- 
signing that  Department. 

I  had  the  privilege  of  serving  on  the  DOT  task  force  and  being 
the  first  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration  of  the  Department. 
Recently,  I  wrote  a  history  of  the  management  of  the  Department 
explaining  how  it  functions,  which  I  will  be  happy  to  maike  avail- 
able to  the  committee. 

The  most  comprehensive  recent  effort,  however,  at  addressing 
the  problems  of  departmental  management  occurred  when  Presi- 
dent Nixon  in  1971  undertook  to  abolish  seven  domestic  executive 
departments  and  replace  them  by  four  so-called  super  departments. 
As  you  know,  none  of  these  four  super  departments  came  into 
being,  but  the  materials  prepared  and  the  hearings  at  that  time  do 
contain  much  useful  information  on  how  a  Department  might  be 
organized  and  managed. 

Incidentally,  the  committee  might  note  that  one  of  the  Depart- 
ments which  President  Nixon  sought  unsuccessfully  to  abolish  was 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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Another  recent  study  of  current  relevance  is  the  report  of  the  Na- 
tional Academy  of  Public  Administration  on  the  Department  of  Vet- 
erans Affairs.  We  were  asked  to  study  whether  or  not  the  veterans 
functions  warranted  departmental  status.  The  report  there  is  very 
current,  very  short,  and  the  academy  would  be  happy  to  make  it 
available  to  the  committee. 

These  prior  studies  all  contain  information  of  use  in  the  current 
effort  to  address  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  needs.  As  I  lis- 
tened to  the  prior  Secretaries,  I  could  think  of  example  after  exam- 
ple where  what  has  been  previously  identified  as  desirable  can  be 
applicable  to  the  current  work  of  the  subcommittee. 

Now  let  me  just  very  quickly  summarize  what  these  prior  studies 
really  say  about  how  to  set  up  a  Department. 

First,  all  authority  should  go  only  to  the  Secretary.  Let  him  dele- 
gate. Any  other  approach  undermines  a  Secretary's  capability  to 
manage  a  Department,  to  redistribute  functions,  and  therefore 
makes  it  harder  for  the  President  and  the  Congress  to  hold  the 
Secretary  accountable.  Second,  there  is  always  a  need  for  a  Deputy 
Secretary,  and  there  is  one  in  Agriculture,  but  he  has  to  function 
as  a  genuine  alter  ego.  No  Secretary  can  totally  manage  a  Depart- 
ment. The  Deputy  Secretary  is  the  chief  operating  officer  of  a  prop- 
erly functioning  Department. 

Very  relevant  to  Agriculture,  the  number  of  Assistant  Secretaries 
should  be  kept  small.  The  tendency  is  to  have  them  proliferate. 
Moreover,  they  never  should  be  put  in  the  line.  They  should  not  di- 
rect the  operating  programs.  The  experience  in  DOT  has  shown 
that  Assistant  Secretaries  are  much  more  efficient  when  they  are 
cross-cutting  officials  helping  the  Secretary  hold  the  Department 
together  in  areas  like  public  affairs,  administration,  policy,  and 
other  cross-cutting  functions. 

Fundamental  to  departmental  effectiveness  is  the  division  of  the 
line  programs  among  a  small  number  of  program  administrations — 
not  20  or  more  as  is  now  the  case  in  Agriculture.  DOT  has  nine 
and  they  think  that  is  too  many.  These  administrations  should  be 
headed  by  Administrators  who  report  not  to  Assistant  Secretaries 
but  directly  to  the  Secretary  and  Deputy  Secretary.  Thus,  you  have 
a  matrix  organization  with  the  Assistant  Secretaries  being  staff  of- 
ficials and  each  grouping  of  related  programs  in  the  Department 
being  under  a  responsible  Administrator. 

Also  it  is  important  that  there  be  a  center  of  management  advice 
and  leadership  in  the  Department.  There  has  to  be  an  Assistant 
Secretary  or  Under  Secretary  for  management  or  administration 
who  looks  across  the  whole  Department  and  who  can  coordinate 
fragmented  elements  now  concerned  with  internal  management. 

Decentralization  is  crucial  to  an  effective  Department.  If  you 
have  the  kind  of  administrations  I  have  been  describing,  all  operat- 
ing programs  and  functions  can  be  delegated  by  the  Secretary  to 
the  various  Administrators.  Let  them  do  the  subcoordinating.  Re- 
sist the  temptation  to  build  a  big  Office  of  the  Secretary.  Resist  the 
temptation  to  run  services  directly  out  of  the  Secretary's  office. 
That  is  what  the  Administrators  should  be  for. 

Keep  the  number  of  Presidentially  appointed  officials  to  a  mini- 
mum. Every  study  made  shows  that  the  more  political  appointees 
in  an  agency,  the  less  efficient  it  becomes  and  the  less  easy  to  con- 
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trol  and  manage.  The  tendency,  again,  in  most  Departments  is  to 
keep  adding  as  time  passes  to  the  number  of  Presidentially  ap- 
pointed people  and  other  political  appointees. 

And  finally,  legislation  dealing  with  the  programs  of  the  Depart- 
ment should,  wherever  feasible,  avoid  trying  to  specify  in  detail  the 
structure  that  the  Secretary  must  use.  That  has  come  up  in  today's 
hearing.  Congress  is  most  effective  when  it  sets  policy  and  exer- 
cises oversight  in  the  administration  of  that  policy.  The  Secretary 
is  there  with  his  staff  to  execute  policy.  He  should  be  enabled  by 
law  to  make  those  adjustments  necessary  to  keep  the  Department 
well-tuned  and  efficient  in  its  operation. 

The  only  other  thing  I  would  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
subcommittee  is  that  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administra- 
tion, from  which  I  come,  has  held  discussions  in  the  last  year  with 
Department  of  Agriculture  officials  and  has  offered  ways  in  which 
it  could  help.  In  May  1992,  our  president,  R.  Scott  Fosler,  wrote 
Secretary  Madigan  describing  in  some  detail  how  the  academy 
could  be  helpful  to  the  Department.  I  would  be  happy  to  make  that 
letter  available  to  the  committee. 

The  committee  should  remember  that  the  National  Academy  of 
Public  Administration  has  been  chartered  by  Congress  for  the  very 
purpose  I  am  here  today,  to  give  advice  to  Congress  and  the  agen- 
cies on  how  to  improve  management  in  the  executive  branch. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Dr.  Seidman,  with  your  permission,  might  wish  to  supplement  if 
you  have  time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  would  be  happy  to  hear  from  Dr.  Seidman, 
Mr.  Seidman.  I  just  have  a  few  brief  observations,  but  I  fully 
support  what  Mr.  Dean  has  said. 

When  I  joined  the  staff  of  the  Budget  Bureau  in  the  1940's,  one 
of  the  most  towering  and  respected  figures  in  public  administration 
and  public  management  was  William  Jump  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  Every  incoming  Secretary  handed  Mr.  Jump  a  career 
knowledgeable  official  who  fully  knew  the  Department,  its  institu- 
tional history — he  was  the  institutional  memory — and  could  rely  on 
him  for  assistance  in  managing  the  affairs  of  the  Department. 

The  first  Hoover  Commission,  in  recommending  that  they  be  ca- 
reer Assistant  Secretaries  for  Administration  in  every  Department, 
did  so  with  the  intention  of  creating  a  William  Jump  in  every  exec- 
utive department.  Unfortunately,  a  few  Assistant  Secretaries  for 
Administration  remain  in  the  career  service. 

I  don't  know  how  you  effectively  manage  any  Department,  no 
matter  how  well  you  structure  it,  if  the  top  six  or  seven  layers  of 
the  Department  rotate  every  12  to  24  months.  You  have  no  career 
memory,  you  have  no  senior  career  person  at  that  level  who  has 
secretarial  perspective  and  can  provide  that  kind  of  assistance  to 
the  Secretary. 

Whether  this  should  be  an  Under  Secretary  for  Management, 
there  needs  to  be  at  the  career  level  a  senior  career  person  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  Department  and  secretarial  perspective. 

Several  of  the  witnesses  here  have  commented  on  the  prolifera- 
tion of  the  number  of  Assistant  and  Under  Secretaries.  Partly,  that 
comes  from  the  Congress.  Almost  every  constituency  group,  to  give 
specisd  recognition  to  its  particular  function,  comes  in.  When  I  was 
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in  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  they  all  wanted  to  be  an  Under  Sec- 
retary, and  that  wasn't  high  enough,  so  they  wanted  to  be  Deputy 
Secretaries. 

When  I  came  into  the  Grovernment,  you  had  three  layers.  You 
had  a  Secretary,  an  Under  Secretary  in  the  Department,  and  one 
Department  only  had  one  Assistant  Secretary,  some  with  three  or 
four  Assistant  Secretaries.  Now  you  have  at  least  six  or  more  lay- 
ers of  noncareer  people  sitting  on  top  of  the  career  people  who  are 
actually  managing  and  operating  the  program.  I  think  that  is  a 
major  problem  which  is  contributing  to  the  problems  we  face  today 
in  the  effective  operation  of  our  Government.  We  just  have  too 
many  layers  on  top. 

One  of  the  symptoms  we  always  found  in  my  work  of  knowing 
a  Department  was  in  trouble  was  when  we  saw  a  Secretary  sur- 
rounded by  a  lot  of  special  assistants.  I  think  at  some  point  staff 
don't  work  for  you,  you  start  to  work  for  the  staff. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Dean  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Peter  Szanton,  president  of  Szanton  Associ- 
ates, Washington,  DC. 

STATEMENT  OF  PETER  S2^ANTON,  PRESIDENT,  SZANTON 

ASSOCIATES 

Mr.  Szanton.  Without  wishing  to  detract  in  the  slightest  from 
the  power  of  the  admirable  principles  Alan  Dean  and  Harold 
Seidman  have  enunciated,  all  of  which  seem  to  me  to  be  right  as 
principles  of  organizational  design,  I  want  to  make  the  comment 
that  reorganization  is  not  so  straightforward  as  organizing  a  new 
Department.  It  is  a  good  deal  more  like  divorce  than  marriage:  It 
tends  to  be  a  messier  business  where  the  calculations  are  nec- 
essarily somewhat  more  complicated. 

And  as  to  reorganization,  I  think  a  good  starting  point  is  the  re- 
mark made  by  a  distinguished  historian  of  medicine,  whose  view 
was  that  it  was  not  until  about  1910  that  the  typical  patient  going 
to  see  the  average  doctor  stood  a  more  than  50/50  chance  of  bene- 
fiting from  the  encounter. 

On  that  standard,  reorganization  strikes  me  as  being  at  about 
1925.  That  is  to  say,  that  you  are  more  likely  to  do  good  than 
harm,  but  there  are  probabilities  of  both  kinds.  That  is  true  in  part 
because  of  the  inherent  messiness  of  reorganization,  in  part  be- 
cause as  a  field  of  study  it  is  in  what  I  would  regard  as  a  primitive 
state,  even  though  I  should  confess  that  I  am  also  associated  with 
the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration  and  indeed  serve 
on  its  board. 

So  what  I  want  to  try  to  lay  out  today  is  not  what  I  would  call 
principles  and  not  what  I  would  call  truths,  but  rather  some  ten- 
dencies, probabilities,  some  things  that  seem  to  me  more  or  less 
true  and  useful  in  your  deliberations.  And  I  will  be  quite  brief. 

I  have  five  such  tendencies  to  describe. 

First,  organization  matters.  It  is  often  said  that  good  people  can 
run  any  organization  and  poor  people  and  poor  staff  can't  run  even 
the  best-designed  organization.  That  may  be  true,  but  it  is  an  un- 
fair burden  to  put  on  people  to  try  to  run  an  organization  which 
is  badly  designed.  It  is  simply  the  fact  that  where  responsibilities 


85 

are  clear  and  they  are  matched  by  authority,  where  resources  are 
proportionate  to  the  tasks,  where  closely  related  activities  are  co- 
ordinated, where  layering  is  minimized — in  an  organization  such  as 
that,  ordinary  people  doing  ordinary  jobs  will  perform  better,  more 
effectively,  at  less  cost  than  another  organization.  That  is  the  first 
probability. 

It  follows  the  probability  two  is  that  reorganization  can  therefore 
be  worth  the  trouble,  especially  if  it  is  not  simply  to  shake  up  an 
organization  and  put  a  new  Secretary's  mark  upon  it,  or  to  try  to 
simplify  an  organization.  Simplicity  is  not  likely  to  be  all  that  easy 
since,  as  Secretary  Bergland  noted,  the  complexity  of  our  Grovem- 
ment  is  inherent  in  the  mixture  of  its  responsibilities  and  the  num- 
ber, detail,  and  importance  of  the  statutory  requirements  as  well 
as  the  nature  of  the  needs  of  the  people  we  try  to  serve. 

Even  reducing  costs  may  not  be  worth — ^by  itself — 
reorganizational  change,  since  it  is  rarely  possible  to  reduce  costs 
very  substantially  through  reorganization  alone.  I  will  come  back 
to  that  in  a  moment. 

If  however  the  point  is  to  respond  to  new  priorities  or  to  improve 
program  effectiveness  or  to  better  integrate  related  policies,  those 
it  seems  to  me  are  more  substantial  goals  which  may  indeed  make 
reorganization  worth  the  trouble. 

Tendency  three  is  simply  to  note  that  trouble  is  what  reorganiza- 
tion offers.  That  is  a  point  that  clearly  this  committee  doesn't  need 
to  have  belabored,  but  it  may  just  be  worth  noting  that  the  way 
we  think  about  structural  change  is  inherently  deceptive.  We  look 
at  an  organization  chart  and  it  reminds  us  of  an  engineering  dia- 
gram or  of  an  architect's  plan  and  it  makes  us  think  that  we  can 
pencil  out  one  line  and  write  in  another. 

But  from  the  point  of  view  of  staffs  of  agencies  or  of  the  interests 
they  serve,  organizational  arrangements  are  the  consequences  of 
history  and  politics.  They  reflect  an  equilibrium  of  forces.  So  they 
are  very  hard  to  change  unless  that  equilibrium  has  changed.  Un- 
less the  forces  have  changed. 

That  is  hardest,  I  might  note,  to  do  when  budgets  are  tight.  Ris- 
ing budgets  lubricate  reorganization.  Tightening  budgets  have  the 
reverse  effect. 

Tendency  four  is  that  there  are  substitutes  for  structural  reorga- 
nization and  it  is  always  worth  considering  them.  We  tend  to  think 
primarily  of  organizational  structure  when  we  think  of  reorganiza- 
tion. But  organizations  also  consist  of  processes,  of  people,  of  re- 
sources. So  if  one  wants  to  reduce  costs,  the  most  dramatic  way  to 
do  that  is  to  abolish  programs  or  to  open  the  service  providers  to 
competition  or  to  privatization,  not  to  reorganize. 

If  you  want  to  s3nnbolize  new  priorities,  you  can  raise  the  status 
of  organizations  or  units  within  them.  If  you  want  to  improve  pro- 
gram effectiveness,  you  can  utilize  any  of  the  many  better  manage- 
ment techniques  which  have  grown  in  power  and  utility  in  recent 
decades.  If  you  want  to  better  integrate  policies,  you  can  try  proc- 
esses of  coordination. 

None  of  that  requires  structural  change. 

And  in  general,  I  would  say,  nonstructural  measures  are  more 
attractive  than  they  used  to  be.  They  may  or  may  not  be  preferable 
to  structural  change,  depending  on  the  facts  of  an  individual  situa- 


86 

tion.  But  in  general  they  are  more  attractive  in  relation  to  struc- 
tural changes  than  they  used  to  be  simply  because  there  are  now 
better  management  techniques  available  than  previously  and  that 
coordination  inevitably  has  to  be  used  more  broadly.  You  simply 
cannot  collocate  all  the  things  that  relate  to  each  other  because  so 
much  of  our  Grovernment  relates  to  so  much  else  of  it. 

The  fifth  tendency  I  would  note  is  simply  that  it  is  nonetheless 
true  that  we  probably  do  not  make  structural  change  as  often  as 
we  should.  One  measure  of  that,  is  that  although  one  commonly 
hears  complaints  about  how  allegedly  often  Ciovemment  agencies 
reorganize,  the  fact  is  that  businesses  do  it  considerably  more  fre- 
quently, driven  by  their  closer  attention  to  efficiency  and  effective- 
ness. 

It  is  not  surprising  that  reorganization  is  infrequent  in  Govern- 
ment, since  the  incentives  to  agency  heads  to  do  structural  reorga- 
nization are  low,  principally  because  the  costs  of  reorganization 
come  early  and  the  benefits  come  late.  The  human  cost,  the  dollar 
cost,  above  all  the  political  costs  are  immediate.  The  benefits, 
should  they  arise  at  all,  come  after  some  period  of  time. 

The  incentives  to  the  interested  parties,  similarly,  are  adverse. 
Typically,  those  who  will  lose  something  in  a  reorganization  are 
very  well  aware  of  that  potential  loss,  and  potential  losses  are  con- 
centrated, whereas  the  benefits  tend  to  be  diffused.  The  benefits 
are  to  the  general  interest,  typically,  or  to  efficiency.  There  aren't 
many  alert  protectors  of  those  interests. 

To  summarize,  much  of  what  I  have  said  has  been  cautionary. 
That  is,  reorganization  is  conceptually  difficult,  it  is  politically 
hard,  it  is  likely  to  produce  some  unintended  effects — maybe  many 
of  them — but  I  want  to  end  by  saying  that  my  message  is  not  to 
stand  pat.  My  message  is  really  composed  of  two  other  points. 

First,  there  are  many  ways  to  improve  without  making  structural 
change,  without  moving  boxes,  without  eliminating  offices,  without 
consolidating  functions.  You  do  that  through  strong  leadership, 
clear  objectives,  through  evaluation  of  impacts,  through  better  tech- 
nology— computers  that  can  talk  to  each  other — through  changed 
procedures,  such  as  Secretary  Freeman's  staff  meetings. 

And  even  so — this  is  the  second  point — structural  change  may 
well  be  needed.  That  is  going  to  depend  in  a  particular  instance  on 
the  facts  of  that  instance,  not  on  the  application  of  some  general 
principle.  And  some  of  the  facts  may  be  from  left  field,  such  as 
whether  this  is  or  is  not  the  third  year  since  a  Federal  pay  raise, 
which  ordinarily  one  might  not  think  of. 

But  if  the  circumstances  call  for  it,  then  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
Congress,  even  more  than  the  executive  branch,  has  a  special  obli- 
gation to  pay  the  political  price,  to  invest  the  effort  in  achieving  re- 
organization. As  has  been  pointed  out  frequently  here  this  morn- 
ing, it  is  in  large  measure  a  result  of  congressionally  imposed  orga- 
nizational complexities  that  our  Government  is  in  many  instances 
inefficient. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Dr.  Mary  Ann  Glynn  from  Yale  University  School  of  Organiza- 
tion and  Management. 
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STATEMENT  OF  MARY  ANN  GLYNN,  ASSISTANT  PROFESSOR, 
ORGANIZATIONAL  BEHAVIOR,  SCHOOL  OF  ORGANIZATION 
AND  MANAGEMENT,  YALE  UNIVERSITY 

Ms.  Glynn.  Thank  you. 

I  have  come  before  you  today  to  convey  what  I  see  are  some  per- 
tinent issues  that  come  out  of  the  literature  on  organization.  As 
such,  they  are  fairly  generic  in  nature  and  may  or  may  not  apply 
to  the  USD  A  reorganization.  However,  I  am  hopeful  that  you  will 
find  them  useful  and  I  am  really  struck  by  how  some  have  rever- 
berated with  what  we  have  heard  all  day  today. 

I  have  also  submitted  a  written  statement  and  ask  that  you 
enter  it  into  the  record  as  well. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will 
appear  in  the  record. 

Ms.  Glynn.  I  have  organized  my  reading  of  the  literature  on  or- 
ganizations around  three  general  themes  that  may  be  relevant.  The 
first  concerns  the  patterning  of  organizational  changes  over  time, 
the  second  concerns  specific  strategies  for  organizational  renewal, 
and  finally,  the  third  concerns  organizational  alignment  and  effec- 
tiveness. 

The  first  theme,  concerning  change  over  time,  is  necessarily  com- 
plex. One  of  the  central  themes  of  the  organizational  literature  is 
that  initiating  and  implementing  organizational  change,  particu- 
larly in  large,  complex  institutions,  is  difficult.  This  clearly  comes 
as  no  surprise. 

Organizational  change  is  constrained  by  strong  inertial  pressures 
which  arise  from  factors  that  are  both  internal  to  the  organization, 
such  as  those  that  may  be  driven  by  the  historical  patterns  of  be- 
havior, rules,  routines  processes,  investments  in  systems  and  peo- 
ple, political  activities  tied  to  vested  interests,  and  limits  on  infor- 
mation. External  constraints  can  include  legal  and  economic  bar- 
riers, legitimacy  considerations,  and  problems  associated  with  col- 
lective rationality  and  sense-making. 

These  constraints  notwithstanding,  however,  organizational 
change  is  not  impossible.  There  is  an  emerging  consensus  that 
large,  bureaucratic  organizations  change  over  time  in  a  pattern 
that  has  been  described  as  a  punctuated  equilibrium.  That  is,  orga- 
nizations tend  to  experience  short  bursts  of  intense,  dramatic,  and 
radical  change  followed  by  longer  periods  of  convergence  and  incre- 
mental change.  Periods  of  radical  change  tend  to  be  characterized 
by  abrupt  changes  that  occur  simultaneously  in  the  organization's 
mission,  structure,  control  systems,  and  power  balance,  typically  in 
response  to,  or  in  anticipation  of,  major  environmental  shifts. 

In  comparison,  periods  of  incremental  change  involve  minor  ad- 
justments or  fine-tuning  of  existing  systems  so  that  the  organiza- 
tion's core  values  and  the  feasibility  of  current  organizational  oper- 
ations remain  unquestioned. 

This  model  of  organizational  change  focuses  on  a  metamorphosis 
of  organizations  over  time,  during  which  incremental  periods  of 
convergence  are  punctuated  by  radical  reorientations.  Understand- 
ing what  brings  about  these  periods  of  radical  change  is  key  to  un- 
derstanding what  kinds  of  strategies  enhance  the  ability  of  large 
bureaucratic  organizations  to  make  major  changes. 
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Thus,  the  second  theme  I  will  outline  focuses  on  those  strategies 
that  underscore  radical  change  in  large,  complex  organizations. 

This  second  theme  concerns  strategies  for  organizational  re- 
newal. The  conventional  wisdom  regarding  organizational  change  is 
that  when  it  comes  to  innovation,  small  is  beautiful.  Typically,  this 
idea  translates  to  advising  a  large,  centralized  bureaucracy  to  re- 
structure itself  into  many  smaller,  more  localized,  and  more  auton- 
omous units. 

Hewlett  Packard  is  one  company  that  has  created  entire  depart- 
ments or  subsidiaries  with  a  mandate  to  go  innovate.  The  purpose 
of  such  restructuring  is  to  increase  the  organization's  flexibility  and 
to  enhance  the  introduction  of  new  and  potentially  useful  ideas  and 
practices.  While  this  approach  advocates  changing  the  organiza- 
tional rules  and  routines,  another  approach  examines  how  bureau- 
cratic rules  themselves  effect  change. 

With  a  colleague  of  mine,  Professor  Steve  Mezias  of  New  York 
University,  I  have  explored  the  question  of  how  to  make  large,  com- 
plex organizations  change  more  effectively.  We  conducted  a  com- 
puter simulation  study  to  determine  how  different  types  of  innova- 
tion strategies  affect  changes  in  organizations. 

In  our  research,  we  identified  three  major  strategies  for  corporate 
renewal.  The  first  are  institutionalizing  strategies.  These  formalize 
innovative  processes,  for  example,  by  creating  teams  to  develop 
new  ideas  or  new  products  or  services.  Proposals  for  innovation  and 
change  are  subjected  to  the  normal  checks  and  balances  of  decision 
processes  in  order  to  be  developed,  and  thus  they  operate  within 
existing  organizational  systems  and  guiding  principles. 

The  second  are  revolutionary  strategies.  In  contrast  to  institu- 
tionalizing ones,  these  operate  counter  to  organizational  processes. 
These  might  include  spinoffs  or  work  groups  that  operate  as  out- 
side existing  organizational  systems.  The  Apple  Computer  compa- 
ny's development  of  the  Mackintosh  is  but  one  example.  The  cre- 
ation of  unique  structures  is  done  because  subjecting  innovative 
ideas  to  existing  decision  processes  may  stifle  innovation.  The 
thinking  behind  it  is  that  innovative  ideas  need  to  be  nurtured 
carefully  and  protected  from  those  bureaucratic  practices  that  may 
stifle  innovation. 

The  third  are  evolutionary  strategies.  These  foster  change  by 
capitalizing  on  opportunities  that  aren't  known  fully  in  advance.  In 
contrast  to  the  first  two  strategies,  an  evolutionary  approach  is  not 
intentional  or  planned.  Rather,  evolutionary  strategies  respond  to 
opportunities  that  arise  during  ordinary  routing  functioning,  and 
often  when  organizational  controls  are  loosened. 

The  results  of  my  study  with  Steve  Mezias  indicated  that  strate- 
gies intended  to  effect  organizational  change  often  have  unintended 
results.  Both  the  institutional  and  revolutionary  strategies  tended 
to  result  more  often  in  incremental  changes  to  existing  systems 
rather  than  in  more  revolutionary  upheavals.  The  changes  pro- 
duced by  evolutionary  strategies  were  generally  on  par  with  those 
produced  by  more  intentional  strategies. 

The  key  to  understanding  innovative  change,  then,  may  lie  less 
with  the  specific  method  chosen  by  an  institution,  but  rather  with 
the  talent  of  leaders  and  managers  to  recognize  worthwhile  new  op- 
portunities and  pursue  these  vigorously. 
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Finally,  it  must  be  noted  that  while  organizational  strategies  and 
routine  processes  may  be  quite  deliberate,  they  may  also  emerge 
less  intentionally  over  time,  often  by  making  incremental  adjust- 
ments to  existing  systems.  The  net  effect  of  such  changes  can  be 
a  shift  away  from  the  organization's  core  mission. 

It  is  important,  then,  to  routinely  assess  the  organization  with 
regard  to  its  internal  and  external  fit,  so  to  speak,  checking  for 
components  that  may  be  out  of  sync  or  less  effective.  A  framework 
for  assessing  such  organizational  fit  is  presented  and  described  in 
the  third  theme. 

This  theme  concerns  strategic  alignment  and  organizational  ef- 
fectiveness. An  idea  which  has  resonated  throughout  the  organiza- 
tional literature  is  one  of  fit  or  congruence  between  an  organization 
and  its  external  environment  as  well  as  amongst  the  internal  ele- 
ments that  constitute  an  organization:  Its  strategies,  structures, 
people,  and  processes. 

Diagnosing  such  consistencies  often  begin  with  questions  like. 
What  business  are  we  in?  What  is  our  fundamental  purpose? 

While  the  question  seems  rather  straightforward,  the  reply  often 
is  not.  When  organizations  have  multiple  objectives,  geographically 
widespread  operations,  and  diverse  groups  of  stakeholders  with  di- 
verging and  sometimes  conflicting  interests,  defining  what  the  or- 
ganization does  can  be  quite  challenging.  However,  defining  the  or- 
ganization's strategic  purpose  or  mission,  and  sometimes 
prioritizing  among  several  different  purposes,  is  critical  for  it  pro- 
vides the  rationale  in  organizing  principles  for  the  institution.  A 
well  articulated  and  reformulated  mission  is  a  powerful  force  in 
driving  organizational  change. 

One  framework  useful  for  analyzing  organizations  is  a  congru- 
ence model.  A  model  of  these  organizations  is  being  made  up  of 
four  key  components  that  interact  with  each  other. 

The  first  component  is  the  task  or  the  work  to  be  done;  the  sec- 
ond component  consists  of  the  individual  employees,  their  charac- 
teristics, skills,  needs,  expectancies,  et  cetera;  the  third  component 
consists  of  formal  organizational  arrangements,  which  includes  the 
organizational  design  as  well  as  coordination  and  control  systems, 
human  resource  management  systems,  et  cetera;  and  the  fourth 
and  last  component  is  the  informal  organization,  which  is  a  more 
nebulous-type  of  concept.  It  includes  its  communication  and  infiu- 
ence  patterns  within  the  organization,  the  organizational  culture, 
leadership  style,  and  relations  among  different  kinds  of  organiza- 
tional groups,  agencies,  or  other  organizations. 

The  model  points  out  that  these  four  components — the  task,  the 
people,  the  structure,  and  the  informal  culture — are  highly  inter- 
dependent. Organizational  effectiveness,  measured  either  in  terms 
of  organizational  performance  or  productivity,  or  employee  atti- 
tudes and  moral,  is  enhanced  to  the  extent  that  these  four  organi- 
zational factors  fit  well  together. 

The  central  idea  that  the  components  of  an  organization  are 
interconnected  speaks  to  the  process  of  organizational  change  by 
suggesting  that  changes  in  any  one  component  often  have  repercus- 
sions for  other  parts  of  the  system.  To  make  radical,  innovative 
change  of  the  type  described  earlier,  it  is  necessary  to  approach  the 
organization  as  an  entire  system  with  an  appreciation  of  both  its 
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internal  congruence  as  well  as  how  its  mission  relates  the  organiza- 
tion to  its  external  environment.  Thus,  it  is  necessary  to  think  in 
complex  and  dynamic  terms  rather  than  in  piecemeal  terms  when 
considering  major  organizational  change. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that,  in  the  organizational  literature, 
there  is  the  notion  that  there  is  not  one  best  way  to  manage,  nor 
one  best  way  to  reorganize  or  reorient.  Major  effective  change  is  ac- 
complished by  taking  into  account  the  dynamic  interplay  between 
various  organizational  components  within  the  context  of  the  organi- 
zational mission.  While  this  means  sometimes  making  substantive 
changes  to  the  organization,  it  may  also  mean  managing  percep- 
tions about  the  organization,  both  for  its  internal  consistency  as 
well  as  for  other  organizations  or  stakeholders  in  the  organization. 

Revitalizing  organizations — and  in  particular,  large  bureaucratic 
ones — is  slow,  complex,  and  challenging.  The  themes  identified 
from  the  organizational  literature  point  out  the  need  to  appreciate 
organizations  as  systems  which  are  embedded  in  environments 
which  themselves  are  changing  at  an  increasing  pace.  To  be  adapt- 
able to  this  dynamic  environment,  organizations  need  to  attend 
carefully  to  their  strategic  mission  and  create  supportive  structures 
that  facilitate  the  accomplishment  of  this  mission.  Organizational 
leaders  and  management  have  major  substantive  and  symbolic 
roles  to  play  in  effecting  such  major  reorganizations. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Glynn  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Dale  Fallat,  vice  president  of  corporate  serv- 
ices of  the  Andersons  Management  Corporation. 

STATEMENT   OF   DALE   W.   FALLAT,   VICE    PRESmENT,   COR- 
PORATE SERVICES,  THE  ANDERSONS  MANAGEMENT  CORP. 

Mr.  Fallat.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Smith. 

I  think  I  was  asked  here  by  staff  to  tell  you  a  story  about  our 
reorganization  at  The  Andersons,  a  downsizing  and  reorganization 
that  took  place  in  the  1980's. 

We  are  a  diversified  family-owned  agribusiness  and  retailing 
firm  with  operations  in  Ohio,  Michigan,  Indiana,  and  Illinois.  Our 
sales  are  in  the  neighborhood  of  $800  million.  We  employ  about 
2,400  employees  in  these  States  and  have  just  recently  celebrated 
our  45th  anniversary. 

In  their  heyday  of  grain  exporting.  The  Andersons  export  pro- 
gram was  responsible  for  approximately  5  percent  of  all  grains  ex- 
ported from  the  United  States.  We  were  repeatedly  reporting  ex- 
porting 95  percent  to  97  percent  of  our  sales  into  export  markets. 

Then  came  the  period  of  the  1980's,  which  included,  as  you  know, 
grain  embargoes,  programs  which  compensated  farmers  not  to 
plant  crops,  and  the  historic  drought  of  1988.  We  saw  our  export 
program  drop  from  95  percent  of  our  program  to  less  than  30  per- 
cent of  our  grain  being  handled  in  export.  As  domestic  markets  be- 
came more  dominant,  we  found  that  we  would  have  to  operate  our 
multimillion  bushel  elevators  like  country  elevators.  That  meant 
competing  with  our  country  elevator  brethren  who  had  much  small- 
er facilities,  smaller  rail  yards,  and  yes,  smaller  overhead.  At  the 
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same  time,  agricultural  inputs  such  as  fertilizer,  seed,  and  chemi- 
cals were  also  heavily  impacted. 

But  all  these  trends  of  the  1980's  were  dwarfed  by  the  drought 
of  1988.  And  we  had  to  confront  some  inescapable  realities.  We  had 
to  reduce  expenses  and  downsize  and  reorganize  our  organization. 
There  were  no  practical  alternatives. 

Our  president  and  chief  executive  officer,  Dick  Anderson,  with 
the  help  and  encouragement  of  some  sage  outside  directors,  focused 
his  attention  in  $100  million  of  annual  expenses  that  made  up  our 
company  expense  budget.  If  we  could  reduce  those  expenses  by  8 
percent  to  10  percent,  we  thought  we  could  survive  the  drought  and 
the  long  tail  that  droughts  often  have. 

A  quick  look  at  the  makeup  of  those  expenses  drew  one  clear  con- 
clusion: People — good,  decent,  hard-working,  talented  people — 
would  have  to  leave  the  organization.  Not  so  surprisingly,  a  10  per- 
cent cut  in  expenses  appeared  to  mean  a  10  percent  cut  in  people, 
which  amounted  to  about  90  senior  salaried  positions  in  our  case. 

There  is  no  way  to  overstate  the  need  to  start  at  the  top.  The 
highest  wages  are  paid  there,  additional  layers  of  management  cre- 
ate and  perpetuate  organizational  complexity,  and  the  credibility  of 
the  entire  program  absolutely  depends  on  there  being  no  exemption 
from  the  process  of  position  eliminations. 

In  our  case,  the  number  two  officer  of  the  company — he  was  the 
chief  operating  officer  and  the  vice  president  of  our  marketing,  re- 
search, and  business  development — ^those  were  the  first  two  posi- 
tions to  be  eliminated  on  the  4th  of  July  weekend  of  1988.  And  the 
drought  persisted.  Soon  thereafter,  positions  such  as  the  chief  fi- 
nancial officer,  real  estate  development  officer,  chief  pilot,  along 
with  the  company's  only  aircraft,  were  added  to  the  list. 

While  our  president  acted  decisively,  much  deliberation  and  staff 
involvement  was  applied  to  selecting  positions  for  elimination.  In 
a  number  of  cases — and  I  can  say  this  personally — the  incumbents 
even  identified  and  recommended  their  own  positions  for  elimi- 
nation. In  some  cases,  those  people  were  afforded  other  positions 
in  the  company  and  in  other  cases  the  result  was  termination. 

In  all  these  cases — and  this  is  so  important — ^the  issue  was  not 
the  level  of  the  talent  or  industriousness  or  performance.  The  issue 
was  simply  that  of  affbrdability  of  the  position  in  question. 

The  discussions  were  frank  and  fair  and  the  separation  packages 
as  hefty  as  was  reasonable  and  appropriate  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. It  took  until  September  to  complete  the  bulk  of  the  job 
eliminations.  In  many  cases,  the  incumbents  were  allowed  to  spend 
several  weeks  and  even  months  to  complete  their  assignments  and 
turn  over  work  and  progress  to  others  in  the  organization. 

Another  reason  it  took  so  long  has  something  to  do  with  our  com- 
pany culture  and  how  much  we  care  for  these  people.  We  did  not 
accept  the  advice  of  experts  who  said  that  the  process  should  be  ex- 
tremely swift,  literally  in  a  48-hour  period  that  all  these  positions 
should  be  announced  and  eliminated.  We  believed  then  and  believe 
now  that  quality  communication  with  the  employees  affected  as 
well  as  with  all  the  other  employees  in  the  organization  required 
deliberate  and  thoughtful  one-on-one  discussions.  Those  discussions 
could  not  take  place  in  just  a  few  days. 
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Since  that  day,  we  have  steadily  made  progress  toward  achieving 
our  company s  objectives  for  growth,  debt  reduction,  and  profit- 
ability. While  we  have  a  long  way  to  go,  we  all  look  back  to  the 
summer  of  1988  by  the  way  it  rained  on  July  15  as  a  crucial  time 
in  the  history  of  our  company. 

As  we  look  back  on  that  time  and  all  the  days  since,  there  are 
a  couple  of  important  things  to  highlight.  The  primacy  and  the 
needs  of  our  customers  were  never  better  understood  or  attended 
to  than  during  this  period  of  enormous  effort  and  stress  relating  to 
restructuring.  We  had  always  had  a  strong  sense  of  purpose  and 
values  in  our  company,  but  the  1980's  also  made  it  a  time  when 
we  fiilly  focused  on  our  mission  as  a  business  and  people. 

I  will  share  with  you  the  core  statement  of  our  mission  state- 
ment. We  firmly  believe  that  our  company  is  a  powerful  vehicle 
through  which  we  channel  our  time,  talent,  and  energy  in  pursuit 
of  the  fundamental  goal  of  serving  God  by  serving  our  fellow  man. 
Through  our  collective  action,  we  greatly  magnify  the  impact  of  our 
individual  efforts  to:  Provide  extraordinary  service  to  our  cus- 
tomers; help  each  other  develop;  contribute  to  the  improvement  of 
our  community;  and  grow  our  company  profitably. 

Because  we  had  considerable  communication  and  acceptance 
around  this  mission  statement,  the  restructuring  process  was  al- 
most invisible  to  our  customers  except  for  the  change  in  personnel 
and  some  of  the  press  releases  that  followed.  What  we  were  doing 
was  not  our  customer's  problem.  We  were  doing  this  expressly  for 
our  customer,  taking  the  opportunity  to  become  the  low-cost  pro- 
vider of  goods  and  services  to  our  most  important  constituent. 

I  believe  it  behooves  any  Government  agency  to  be  very  self-re- 
flective and  candid  about  who  their  most  important  constituents 
are  and  then  commit  to  providing  that  group  with  literally  more  for 
less.  It  is  our  experience  that  this  can  indeed  be  done. 

Second,  the  so-called  misery  index  does  not  have  to  go  off  the 
chart  during  these  challenging  times.  In  this  regard,  I  can  tell  you 
story  after  story  of  individuals  whose  jobs  were  eliminated  and  who 
very  quickly  became  engaged  in  extremely  challenging  and  profit- 
able activities,  sometimes  related  to  their  prior  work  and  some- 
times not. 

As  you  will  recall,  we  were  not  choosing  job  eliminations  on  the 
basis  of  quality  of  incumbents,  but  more  importantly  on  afford- 
ability  of  the  function  within  our  organization.  However,  many  of 
these  individuals  were  able  to  assemble  a  group  of  clients  who 
could  afford  what  we  no  longer  could.  This  was  an  exciting  discov- 
ery for  them  and  for  us  as  well. 

I  would  also  like  to  tell  you  the  story  of  our  transportation  de- 
partment. For  many  years,  our  company  had  maintained  a  strong, 
central  transportation  function.  We  had  exceptional  expertise  in 
trucking,  rail,  and  water  transportation.  A  number  of  changes  in 
the  industry,  including  the  Staggers  Act  and  the  massive  shift  from 
export  to  domestic  markets,  led  us  to  again  question  the  afford- 
ability  of  this  fine  staff  group. 

I  asked  some  of  these  people  if  there  was  any  new  service  they 
could  provide  which  would  contribute  tangibly  to  the  bottom  line  of 
our  company.  The  answer  came  back  quickly  that  we  could  help 
people  in  our  industry  and  other  industries  with  regard  to  their 
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needs  to  own  or  lease  and  operate  covered  railcars.  In  fact,  we  had 
for  some  years  been  quite  skilled  in  making  minor  repairs  to  our 
own  fleet.  It  was  proposed  that  we  could  not  only  broker  railcars, 
but  purchase  older  cars,  repair  and  modernize  them,  and  either  sell 
or  lease  them  to  third  parties. 

Here  again,  while  we  have  a  long  way  to  go,  I  am  happy  to  report 
to  you  that  we  have  had  considerable  success.  People's  whose  fu- 
tures in  transportation  management  were  somewhat  uncertain  all 
of  a  sudden  found  themselves  very  actively  engaged  in  a  new,  chal- 
lenging, and  exciting  business  for  whose  success  or  failure  they  are 
almost  totally  responsible.  So  far,  this  has  been  a  real  success  story 
and  shows  promise  for  even  more  interesting  and  profitable  results. 

I  don't  think  I  can  give  you  another  better  example  of  a  win-win 
scenario  for  all  the  parties  involved.  Our  company  and  its  share- 
holders have  benefited;  our  employees  have  a  bright  new  oppor- 
tunity; then  there  are  the  new  employees  who  have  been  hired  to 
support  this  growing  division.  So  they  benefit  and  so  does  our  com- 
munity with  increased  jobs  and  tax  base.  And  of  course,  our  railcar 
customers  benefit  from  being  offered  a  highly  service-oriented,  low 
cost,  enthusiastic,  highly  knowledgeable  service  from  some  very 
deeply  engaged  and  very  highly  motivated  people. 

So  there  is  life  after  reorganization  and  restructuring  and  it  can 
be  a  very  fulfilling  and  satisfying  life  indeed.  I  think  some  of  these 
examples  could  easily  apply  in  the  public  sector.  The  goals  and 
terminologies  may  be  slightly  different,  but  the  fundamental  under- 
lying goals  of  high  quality  services  and  products  aimed  at  helping 
the  customer  can  be  present  in  both  settings.  I  think  it  is  certainly 
worth  a  try. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Fallat  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  thank  all  of  you. 

Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  have  a  question  to  either  Mr.  Dean,  Dr.  Seidman, 
or  Mr.  Szanton,  all  of  whom  have  backgrounds  in  reorganization  of 
Grovemment. 

You  heard  this  morning  the  recommendation  that  possibly  2,000 
offices  out  of  14,000  offices — in  at  least  one  of  the  witnesses' 
mind — could  be  eliminated,  that  the  Forest  Service  might  even  be 
reduced  by  15,000  personnel. 

In  that  light,  do  you  believe  that  it  would  still  be  possible,  in 
light  of  those  two  recommendations,  that  we  could  still  deliver 
services  to  farmers  and  to  those  people  who  depend  upon  the  har- 
vest of  timber  and  also  protect  customers  in  the  area  of  agri- 
culture? 

Mr.  Dean.  Let  me  respond  to  that,  Mr.  Smith. 

With  respect  to  field  offices,  I  have  not  made  a  detailed  study  of 
agriculture  since  the  effort  several  years  ago  when  I  unsuccessfully 
tried  to  abolish  it.  But  this  we  know  in  every  Department  that  we 
have  looked  at.  As  I  think  was  said  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  the 
vast  improvements  in  communications  and  in  the  quality  of  high- 
way and  other  transportation  modes  has — completely  aside  from 
what  has  happened  to  the  number  of  farmers — ^made  it  unneces- 
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sary  to  have  the  multiplicity  of  offices  originally  required  simply  by 
the  time  it  took  the  customers  to  get  there. 

For  example,  in  the  State  of  Virginia,  counties  are  very  small.  In 
Oregon,  they  are  very  large.  Why?  Because  as  Virginia  was  ex- 
panding westward,  as  soon  as  settlers  could  no  longer  travel  to  the 
county  seat  and  back  in  a  day,  they  split  off  and  formed  a  new 
county.  Now  we  could  combine  the  100  counties  in  Virginia  into  10 
and  you  could  get  to  the  county  seat  more  rapidly  than  you  could 
when  they  were  originally  established.  I  think  as  a  general  prin- 
ciple you  will  find  that  is  the  case  in  this  multiplicity  of  small  of- 
fices that  the  Agriculture  Department  now  has. 

Now  with  respect  to  the  Forest  Service,  being  an  Oregonian  and 
having  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  the  national  forest  and  having  worried 
at  one  time  about  the  problems  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement and  the  national  forest,  I  have  to  say  that  I  have  the  high- 
est respect  for  the  career  service  of  the  Forest  Service.  It  is  one  of 
the  best  in  the  Federal  Government. 

But  what  is  it  you  wish  them  to  do?  In  deciding  on  numbers  you 
have  to  work  back  from  the  mission.  If,  in  fact,  commercial  sales 
are  declining,  if,  in  fact,  the  chores  to  be  performed  by  the  district 
forest  rangers  and  their  staffs  are  being  curtailed,  then  it  is  clear 
that  there  has  to  be  a  staffing  follow-through.  But  from  my  current 
knowledge,  I  couldn't  tell  you  whether  the  right  number  is  40,000, 
35,000,  or  30,000  for  an  efficiently  performing  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Seidman.  I  would  just  say  that  we  have  one  practical  exam- 
ple that  may  not  be  entirely  important  and  that  is  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority,  which  has  just  cut  a  substantial  number  of  their 
personnel.  I  believe  it  is  13,000  or  more.  I  am  not  sure  of  the  exact 
number. 

We  have  been  told  by  people  who  were  neutral  there — not  the 
people  that  recommended  that  that  be  done — that  it  has  basically 
improved  the  service  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  to  their 
customers.  It  depends  on  how  you  do  it.  They  did  it  in  a  humane 
way  in  buying  out  people,  accelerated  retirement,  and  other  things 
that  Mr.  Runyon  did  when  he  did  it,  but  I  think  the  general  con- 
sensus is  that  it  resulted  in  better  service,  not  less  service. 

Mr.  SZANTON.  I  have  nothing  useful  to  add  to  those  remarks. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Dean,  is  the  Department  of  Transportation 
still  a  model  of  bureaucracy  that  we  should  look  at? 

Mr.  Dean.  In  the  last  few  years,  I  have  tried  to  track  what  is 
happening  in  the  domestic  Departments  and  I  would  say  that 
DOT'S  current  structure  could  be  used  very  effectively  as  a  model 
by  Departments  such  as  Agriculture,  Interior,  Commerce,  and 
Labor. 

Let  me  repeat  again  the  main  reason. 

When  you  put  a  lot  of  operating  agencies  under  weak  Assistant 
Secretaries  for  coordination,  you  have  warfare,  indecision,  and 
delay.  When  you  group  the  related  activities  of  the  Department  in 
a  manageable  number  of  administrations  with  competent  powerful 
Administrators  and  strong  career  services,  a  lot  of  this  delay  and 
conflict  disappears. 

In  its  26  years  of  existence,  there  has  not  been  a  single  major 
scandal  in  DOT,  nor  has  there  been  a  major  battle  between  any  of 
the  operating  administrations  except  originally  some  tensions  be- 
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tween  mass  transit  and  highway.  Those  are  rapidly  disappearing 
and  may  totally  disappear  if  they  are  consolidated  in  a  new  surface 
transportation  administration. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We're  going  to  go  ahead  and  try  to  wind  up  be- 
cause we  have  a  real  problem  now,  and  rather  than  hold  you  here 
for  45  minutes,  and  submit  additional  questions  because  we  have 
five  votes. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Dr.  Glynn,  are  there  legitimate  reasons  why 
a  Government  agency  like  USDA  should  be  thought  of  any  dif- 
ferently than  any  other  organization  or  business  that  has  to  be  re- 
structured? 

Ms.  Glynn.  I  would  not  advocate  a  Government  agency  becoming 
a  business.  There  are  clearly  important  differences,  but  I  think 
there  are  lessons  to  be  learned.  I  think  I  have  tried  to  outline  a 
few. 

It  really  struck  me  that  your  last  question  has  been  addressed 
somewhat.  Alfred  Chandler  wrote  a  book  called  "The  Visible 
Hand,"  which  has  become  a  classic,  explaining  how  strategy  drives 
structure.  He  identified  major  changes  in  communication  and 
transportation  systems  as  driving  the  reorganization  of  private  or- 
ganizations. 

So  I  think  there  is  a  lot  of  commonality  in  terms  of  learning 
about  organizing  processes  as  well  as  change  processes. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Any  quick  comments  any  of  you  would  have  re- 
garding the  advisability  of  seeking  outside  management  consult- 
ants, and  if  you  do  that  whether  it  is  important  to  have  any  knowl- 
edge of  the  business  to  be  an  effective  management  consultant,  or 
whether  you  would  have  a  better  structure  if  you  had  someone  not 
knowing  all  the  intricacies  and  political  nuances  that  might  go  on? 

Mr.  Dean.  Let  me  simply  mention  what  I  briefly  referred  to  in 
my  statement. 

Congress  some  years  ago  chartered  a  nonprofit  organization 
called  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration.  Congres- 
sional committees  frequently  call  upon  it  in  accordance  with  its 
charter. 

We  have  among  our  350  fellows  former  Secretaries,  Assistant 
Secretaries,  Bureau  Directors,  researchers,  and  experts  in  manage- 
ment. They  stand  prepared  always  to  respond  to  a  committee  or  to 
an  agency  in  addressing  problems  of  organization  and  manage- 
ment. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Szanton. 

Mr.  Szanton.  I  would  roughly  second  that.  It  seems  to  me  that 
you  want  to  use  in  the  design  of  reorganization  as  many  internal 
people  as  you  can.  You  want  to  make  it  as  broadly  participatory  a 
process  as  you  can.  That  not  only  builds  support  for  it,  but  it  will 
produce  a  more  sensible,  better  thought-out  reorganization  plan. 
But  it  often  is  useful  to  have  some  outside  organization. 

Since  we're  talking  about  Government,  which  is  sharply  distin- 
guishable from  business,  with  which  most  management  consultants 
have  experience,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  an  advantage  to  using 
an  organization  like  the  National  Academy. 

Mr.  Fallat.  Mr.  Chairman,  remember  that  more  people  will  stay 
than  go.  And  if  you  hand  over  the  relationship  and  the  esprit  de 
corps  that  was  mentioned  before  to  a  third  party,  you  could  have 
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a  very  serious  result.  I  think  management  has  to  do  the  job  of  man- 
agement. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Again,  I  apologize.  There  may  be  more  questions, 
and  if  there  are,  we  will  submit  them  in  writing  to  you.  But  rather 
than  keeping  you  here  for  45  minutes  while  we  go  vote,  we  will 
choose  to  adjourn  this  hearing  today. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  taking  your  time  to  be  here.  I  judge 
that  perhaps  you  heard  something  from  the  Secretaries  that  you 
might  want  to  share  with  us  also  in  writing  as  we  work  further 
with  you  in  this  endeavor. 

We  appreciate  your  being  here  and  look  forward  to  working  with 
you. 

This  hearing  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:20  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene,  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 

[Material  submitted  for  inclusion  in  the  record  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Former  Secretary,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  (1961-1969),  Washington,  D.C. 

TESTIMONY  TO  AGRICULTURE 

COMMITTEE,  U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH  11,  1993 


Thank  you  very  much  Chairman  Stenholm,  ladies  and 
gentlemen  of  the  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Department 
Operations  and  Nutritions.   It  is  my  very  great  pleasure  to 
appear  once  again  before  a  subcommittee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  Agriculture  Committee. 

In  preparing  this  testimony  my  mind  reached  back  to  my 
first  appearance  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which  took  place 
before  the  full  committee  on  February  21,  1961.   I  find  it 
difficult  to  believe  that  that  was  more  than  30  years  ago.   I 
do  remember  vividly  how  uptight  I  was  on  that  occasion.   I 
believe  there  is  only  one  member  of  the  United  States  Congress 
today  who  was  a  member  of  that  committee.   That  gentlemen  as 
you  all  probably  know,  today  is  the  Minority  Leader  in  the 
United  States  Senate,  Robert  Dole.   I  do  recall  vividly  that  he 
gave  me  a  rough  time.   Since  we  have  become  good  friends  and  I 
admire  the  fine  service  he  has  rendered  his  country  in  both  the 
house  and  the  senate  and  in  the  Agricultural  Committee  in  both 
bodies . 

It  is  rewarding  to  look  back  and  recollect  that  the 
first  major  piece  of  legislation  that  passed  the  congress  of 
the  United  States  in  president  Kennedy's  first  year  was  the 
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Feed  Grain  Bill  that  the  House  Conmittee  voted  out, 
reconunending  passage.   It  survived  a  house  vote  with  a  two  vote 
margin.   That  was  the  beginning  of  a  supply  management  program 
that  made  it  possible  to  bring  enormous  surpluses  under  control 
and  get  supply  and  demand  in  rough  balance.   Some  of  you  may 
recall  that  at  that  time  the  nation  was  out  of  storage  space 
for  grain,  that  even  the  idled  Military  Moth  Ball  Fleet  was 
full  of  grain  in  effect  a  grain  storage  bin. 

Enough  recollections.   Thank  you  for  indulging  me. 

Chairman  Stenholm's  letter  of  invitation  asked  for 
comment  in  two  areas:   (1)  department  reorganization  efforts 
during  my  tenure  (1961  to  1969);  and  (2)  suggestions  on  current 
operation  and  structure. 

I  ask  the  committee's  indulgence  if  I  concentrate  mostly 
on  the  first.   I  am  not  adequately  informed  to  do  justice  to 
possible  reforms  where  current  operations  and  structure  are 
concerned.   It's  almost  25  years  since  I  left  the  department, 
there  have  been  substantial  changes  in  organization  and 
structure  during  those  years.   Frankly,  I  haven't  been  able  to 
keep  up  with  those  changes  and  with  only  10  days  notice  before 
making  this  appearance  I  haven't  had  time  or,  for  that  matter 
the  resources  to  familarize  myself  and  attempt  to  evaluate  the 
current  organizational  state  of  affairs  in  the  department. 

What  then  I  propose  to  do  is  briefly  outline  the  course 
of  action  I  followed  beginning  in  January  1961. 
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Before  organizational  and  management  changes  could  be 
evaluated,  it  was,  and  still  is  necessary  to  determine  the 
objectives  sought,  that  is  to  set  goals  and  in  the  process  to 
evaluate  the  people  resources  available  and  then  to  organize 
assigning  managers,  then  assistant  secretaries,  best  able  to 
lead  the  way  in  efficiently  reaching  those  goals. 

In  February  1961,  we  set  six  major  goals  challenging  the 
United  States  Department  of  agriculture  to  reach  the  targets 
set.   Those  goals  were: 

One  -  income  and  abundance.  -  to  achieve  a  sustained  and 
balanced  agriculture  abundance  with  fair  income  for  farmers. 

Two  -  growing  nations  new  markets  -  to  provide  new  and 
expanded  foreign  markets  for  our  food,  feed  and  fiber  and  to 
help  growing  nations  win  the  war  on  hunger. 

Three  -  communities  of  tomorrow  -  to  build  liveable  and 
healthy  communities  of  tomorrow  by  revitalizing  rural  america 
and  restoring  rural  urban  balance. 

Four  -  resources  in  action  -  to  conserve  and  improve  our 
land,  water  and  timber,  to  activate  these  resources  fully  for 
the  benefit  of  all  our  people. 

Five  -  science  in  the  service  of  man  -  to  use 
agricultural  research  and  extension  to  the  fullest  extent  for 
human  advancement. 
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Six  -  new  dimensions  for  living  -  to  expand  the  quality 
of  american  living  and  specifically  to  wipe  out  mal-nutrition 
in  the  land. 

These  six  goals  came  to  be  described  collectively  as  the 
Agriculture  Department  Year  2000  concept,  an  effort  to 
establish  throughout  the  entire  department  a  common  sense  of 
direction,  a  mutual  sharing  of  resources  and  awareness  of  total 
departmental  objectives. 

Fundamental  to  the  achievement  of  our  goals  was  a  more 
effective  coordination  of  all  USDA  activities.   The  USDA  in 
1961  resembled  a  series  of  ducal  fiefdoms  in  which  the  various 
agencies  operating  with  a  great  deal  of  independence  all 
competed  with  one  another.   Each  agency  had  its  own  mission  or 
missions  assigned  to  it  by  congress  and  jealously  guarded 
against  encroachment.   The  department  desperately  needed  to  be 
reorganized  into  a  cohesive  whole. 

Director  of  Agricultural  Economics 

One  of  our  first  moves  toward  this  goal  was  to 
reorganize  the  Department's  economic  services.  Statistical 
reporting  and  economic  research  activities,  formerly  scattered 
throughout  the  Department  were  brought  together  in  a 
Statistical  Reporting  Service  and  an  Economic  Research  Service 
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under  a  Director  of  Agricultural  Economics.   The  new  setup 
provided  a  channel  for  a  better,  more  orderly,  and  expeditious 
flow  of  information  about  the  entire  agricultural  economy. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  International  Affairs 

American  agriculture  is  increasingly  affected  by  world 
conditions  such  as  the  agricultural  policies  of  the  European 
Common  Market.   Our  agriculture  also  has  a  growing  leadership 
role  in  the  war  on  world  hunger.   We  established  the  position 
of  Assistant  Secretary  for  International  Affairs  to  coordinate 
all  international  aspects  of  the  Department's  work,  including 
its  relationships  with  other  Government  agencies  and  private 
organizations  in  the  international  area. 

International  Agricultural  Development  Service 

Because  of  the  increasing  awareness  of  agricultural 
development  needs  in  the  free  countries  of  Latin  America,  Asia, 
and  Africa,  USDA  relationships  with  other  Government  agencies, 
such  as  the  Agency  for  International  Development,  were  becoming 
more  important.   To  assure  the  most  effective  use  of  USDA 
resources  in  providing  urgently  needed  technical  assistance  and 
agricultural  training  for  the  developing  nations,  we 
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established  the  International  Agricultural  Development 
Service.   IADS  both  coordinated  USDA  activities  concerned  with 
international  agricultural  development  and  maintained  effective 
relationships  with  U.S.  and  international  organizations,  public 
and  private,  in  planning  and  carrying  out  technical  assistance. 

Office  of  Management  Services 

To  apply  manpower,  especially  professional  skills,  more 
effectively  and  to  reduce  costs,  we  centralized  the  supporting 
services  of  17  of  the  Department's  smaller  offices  and  agencies 
in  an  Office  of  Management  Services.  OMS  performed  budgetary, 
accounting,  personnel,  procurement,  and  related  functions  for 
the  agencies  and  offices  it  serves. 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

To  enable  the  Secretary's  office  to  review  much  more 
completely,  and  supervise  and  coordinate  more  effectively,  the 
internal  audit  and  investigation  activities  carried  on  in  each 
major  agency  of  the  Department,  we  established  an  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General.  OIG  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  "eyes 
and  ears"  he  never  had  before  and  assured  higher  standards  of 
performance. 
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Rural  Community  Development  Service 

To  promote  a  more  effective  use  of  public  and  private 
resources  in  revitalizing  rural  America  and  achieving  better 
rural-urban  balance  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  was 
created.   RCDS  helps  plan  and  coordinate  USDA  programs  to 
advance  the  development  of  rural  areas  and  takes  the  initiative 
in  bringing  the  resources  of  other  public  and  private  agencies 
and  groups  to  bear  on  the  problems  of  rural  America. 

Technical  Action  Panels 

To  promote  and  assist  in  redevelopment  action  at  the 
local  level,  we  set  up  Technical  Action  Panels.  The  TAPs , 
composed  of  USDA  field  personnel  and  other  Federal,  State,  and 
local  government  officials,  help  community  development  groups 
plan  and  carry  out  local  projects  using  all  available  public 
and  private  assistance. 

Director  of  Science  and  Education 

To  supervise  and  coordinate  activities  centering  on 
research  and  extension,  which  constitute  the  mainspring  of 
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agricultural  efficiency,  we  established  the  office  of  the 
Director  of  Science  and  Education. 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 

To  improve  the  effectiveness  of  our  broad  consumer 
oriented  and  marketing  programs  we  combined  these  activities  of 
the  Department  into  a  Consumer  and  Marketing  Service,  and 
placed  meat  and  poultry  inspection  in  one  agency. 

Other  Actions 

In  other  actions,  we  established  as  a  separate  agency 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  to  enforce  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.   We  reorganized  the  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service,  eliminating  the 
confusion  between  line  and  staff  responsibility.   We 
transferred  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  to  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  where  it 
logically  belonged.   Since  the  General  Sales  Manager  and  the 
Barter  and  Stockpiling  Divisions  are  principally  concerned  with 
overseas  sales  and  exchanges,  we  transferred  them  from  ASCS  to 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 
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MANAGKMENT  IMPROVEMENT 

Along  with  the  overall  reorganization,  and  in  order  to 
make  the  reorganization  fully  effective,  we  stressed  adoption 
of  modern  management  techniques,  including  the  use  of  data 
processing . 

Office  of  Management  Improvement 

We  created  an  Office  of  Management  Improvement  and  gave 
it  the  specific  function  of  seeking  ways  to  modernize 
management  through  new  techniques.   OMI  provides  general 
direction,  leadership,  and  coordination  in  the  Department  for 
management  appraisals,  systems  design,  automatic  data 
processing,  operations  research,  and  all  related  management 
techniques.   The  objective  was  to  achieve  maximum  effectiveness 
and  economy  through  sound  and  imaginative  management  policies. 


MODE 


In  1961  we  took  a  big  stride  toward  improved  management 
through  a  pioneering  project  called  MODE — Management  of 
Objectives  With  Dollars  Through  Employees. 
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A  computer  already  in  the  Department  was  fed  current 
information  on  all  USDA  employees.   MODE'S  first  output  was  an 
automated  payroll  and  bond  issuance  system. 

This  resulted  in  the  elimination  of  87  separate  payroll 
offices  located  around  the  country  and  it  saved  over  $1,500,000 
each  year.   Immediately  following  this  was  the  production  of 
Department  wide  personnel  statistics  and  reports  on  the 
computer.   This  enabled  us  to  see  the  trends  in  the  average  age 
of  employees  and  their  length  of  service  -  -  forecast  future 
requirements  —  analyze  promotion  activity  —  and  predict  the 
rate  at  which  U.S.D.A.  would  have  to  recruit  and  train 
employees. 

It  also  contained  a  cumulative  inventory  of  employees' 
skills  gained  through  education,  training,  work  experience,  and 
work  performance  in  recent  years.   It  enabled  us  to  identify 
available  talent  quickly  —  no  one  is  hidden  in  the  woods  — 
and  it  provides  an  inventory  of  capabilities  for  special 
projects  and  new  programs. 

This  aspect  of  MODE  has  been  especially  productive. 
When  we  initially  designed  the  basic  system  we  included  the 
concept  of  eventually  broadening  it  to  include  other  types  of 
management  data.   This  has  indeed  came  to  pass.   I  understand 
that  the  types  of  services  covered  are  now  provided  by  the 
U.S.D.A.  system  to  35  other  government  agencies.   This  includes 
several  cabinet  departments  as  well  as  many  smaller  U.S. 


107 


-  11  - 

agencies.   This  system  I  am  told  will  cover  approximately 
500,000  government  employees  by  the  end  of  this  year.   Very 
substantial  savings  are  involved. 

The  broadening  of  this  system  now  covers: 

Administrative  Payments;  Payments  to  employees  for 
travel  and  transportation  expenses,  payments  to  commercial 
vendors  and  to  government  agencies. 

Debt  Management;   Billings  and  collections  for  customers 
administrative  and  program  functions  under  the  Debt  Collection 
Act. 

Property  Management.   This  enables  customers  to  control 
the  acquisitions,  management  and  disposition  of  personal 
property,  warehouse  inventories  and  fleets  of  vehicles, 
aircraft  and  boats. 

Accounting;   This  system  maintains  the  general  ledger, 
contains  agency  budgetary  authorities,  consolidates 
administrative  and  program  financial  information  and  prepares 
internal  and  external  financial  reports. 

Consolidated;   We  were  also  able  to  greatly  improve 
efficiency  and  savings  within  the  U.S.D.A.  itself  by 
consolidating  five  separate  grain  commodity  offices  of  the  ASC 
into  one  office  in  Kansas  City. 

There  are  other  important  aspects  of  this  system 
emerging  regularly  and  I  am  not  only  proud  to  have  had  a  hand 
in  getting  it  started  but  also  want  to  commend  my  successors 
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for  their  continuing  support  and  for  their  efforts  to  further 
improve  it. 

The  Department  today  uses  ADP  in  many  other  areas  in 
addition  to  personnel.   Computer  program  development  and 
statistical  analyses  have  resulted  in  new  "forecasting  models" 
and  improved  forecasts.   Information  systems  were  under 
development  in  regulation  and  monitoring  of  pesticides, 
research  projects,  extension,  forestry,  and  the  agricultural 
library  when  I  left  the  Department  in  1969. 

Cost  Reduction  and  Operation  Improvement 

As  another  step  toward  better  management,  we  established 
and  gave  high  priority  to  a  Cost  Reduction  and  Operation 
Improvement  Program.   Our  reports  showed  a  grand  total  of 
savings  amounting  to  $1.6  billion  from  fiscal  1961  to  fiscal 
1968.  What  this  meant  was  that  the  work  done  by  USDA  during 
these  4  fiscal  years  would  have  cost  taxpayers  $1.6  billion 
more — or  an  average  of  $1.6  million  every  working  day — if  those 
cost  cutting  actions  had  not  been  undertaken. 

Recognition  and  training  have  made  this  one  of  the  most 
effective  cost  reduction  programs  in  the  Federal  Government. 
In  1961,  Vice  President  Humphrey  presented  19  USDA  employees 
and  units  with  Presidential  Citations.   Since  then  there  have 
been  three  Secretary's  Special  Merit  Awards  Programs 


109 


-  13  - 

recognizing  108  outstanding  accomplishments.   On  two  of  these 
occasions.  President  Johnson  personally  toured  the  exhibits  and 
presented  the  awards  to  the  recipients. 

■PEP"  Staff 

An  extremely  important  continuing  part  of  our  management 
improvement  program  was  program  evaluation  and  planning.   To 
help  provide  more  and  better  information  for  management,  to 
measure  program  performance,  and  guide  us  in  doing  our  work 
faster,  better,  and  less  expensively,  we  established  the 
Planning,  Evaluation,  and  Program  Staff.   This  small  group, 
sometimes  called  the  "PEP  Staff,"  served  as  the  focal  point 
within  the  Department  in  finding  better  ways  to  achieve  our 
program  objectives,  set  performance  targets,  and  report  on 
where  we  were  and  what  it  was  costing  us.   Analyses  prepared  by 
the  PEP  Staff  were  of  in-estimable  value  in  establishing  the 
priorities  so  essential  to  a  sound  budgeting  process. 

Personal  Communication 

We  also  promoted  good  management  and  a  sense  of  common 
purpose  in  the  Department  by  special  emphasis  on  personal 
communication.   From  1963,  till  1969  we  held  a  large  staff 
meeting  every  morning,  15  minutes  before  the  official 
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start  of  the  work  day.   This  gathering  brought  together  daily 
top  men  and  women  from  the  major  USDA  agencies,  plus  members  of 
the  secretary's  staff. 

These  meetings  gave  us  daily  access  to  one  another.   The 
Secretary's  office  had  the  opportunity  to  report  on  basic 
policy  decisions  and  on  progress  toward  our  goals.   The 
meetings  also  give  the  top  USDA/  managers  a  "crack"  at  the 
Secretary's  office  each  day — plus  the  opportunity  to  compare 
notes,  get  better  acguainted,  and  thresh  out  problems  with 
their  peers  in  other  agencies.   Oldtimers  in  the  Department  say 
these  daily  staff  meetings  did  more  to  coordinate  USDA  into  a 
unified  whole  than  any  other  single  innovation  they  can 
remember.   I  never  made  attendance  compulsory  and  periodically 
offered  to  schedule  such  gatherings  only  weekly  but  the 
participants  unanimously  reguested  that  the  brief  daily  early 
morning  gatherings  continue. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  in 
concluding  my  remarks  this  morning,  I  want  you  to  know  that 
most  of  what  I  have  brought  to  your  attention  can  be  found  in 
much  more  detail  in  the  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  President  Johnson  in  January  1969  entitled  Agriculture  in 
Transition  which  covers  the  activities  of  the  entire  department 
during  the  eight  years  I  was  secretary. 

To  my  knowledge  only  four  copies  of  this  report  remain 
available.   I  have  sent  one  to  Secretary  Espy.   I  will  be 
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pleased  to  leave  a  copy  with  the  committee  for  reference  if  you 
think  it  will  be  useful. 

Thank  you  all  for  your  kind  attention. 
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Improving  Efficiency,  Reducing  Costs  in  the  Operation  of  DSDA 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY:  The  role  and  mission  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  enormously  complex,  and  while  the  name  of  the 
Department  implies  that  all  of  its  services  relate  to  agriculture, 
only  a  few  agencies  of  a  total  of  4  2  provide  direct  services  to 
agriculture.  To  organize  effectively,  the  Department  needs  people 
and  computers  that  can  talk  to  one  another  and  leadership  with  the 
will  to  enforce  that.  Inter-agency  rivalries,  such  as  that  between 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  Ag  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service,  hamper  the  Department's  fulfillment  of  its  mission. 
Significant  local  interests,  including  real  estate  interests,  play 
a  role  in  co-location  efforts.  USDA  should  seek  to  replace  the 
General  Services  Administration's  property  management  function. 
Co-location  and  streamlining  of  services  is  a  commendable  goal,  but 
will  not  yield  hundreds  of  millions  in  savings. 
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Mr.  Chaiman,  Distinguished  Meabers  of  the  Sul>coiimittee:  for  the 
record,  Z  am  Bob  Bergliwd,  currently  Executive  Vice  President  of 
the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative  Association. 

However,  I  come  before  the  subcommittee  wearing  a  different  hat 
today.  Today,  I  will  call  upon  my  experience  as  a  Member  of 
Congress  and  a  member  and  subcommittee  chairman  of  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  and  as  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the 
Adminstration  of  President  Jimmy  Carter  to  attempt  to  address  some 
of  the  questions  that  fall  before  the  Subcommittee  today,  namely, 
the  organisation  of  the  U.  s.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Before  I  get  to  those  recommendations,  let  me  make  several 
observations . 

The  task  is  enormous  because  the  Department  is  enormously  complex— 
112,000  employees  and  at  least  42  agencies  administered  by  one 
Deputy  Secretary,  two  Under  Secretaries  and  seven  Assistant 
Secretaries. 

Offices  of  the  Department  are  scattered  to  the  four  corners  of  the 
Nation  and  the  world  and  practically  everywhere  in  between. 

The  functions  of  the  Department  are  diverse  and,  frankly,  not  very 
well  understood  by  the  Congress,  the  Administration  and  the 
citizenry. 

For  example,  the  very  name  is,  to  some  degree,  misleading. 
Agriculture  certainly  is  an  appropriate  definition  of  one  aspect  of 
the  Department's  involvement. 

But,  I'd  like  to  debunk  a  popular  criticism  of  the  Department,  and 
that  is  that  there  are  more  employees  in  the  Department  than  there 
are  farmers.  First,  that  simply  isn't  true.  Second,  only  a  very 
small  proportion  of  Department  employees  are  involved  directly  with 
farmers  and  agriculture.  In  fact,  of  those  42  agencies  I  mentioned 
earlier,  it  would  be  stretching  a  point  to  say  that  more  than  four 
or  five  have  that  involvement. 

There  are,  for  example,  some  aspects  of  Farmers  Home  that  relate  to 
farm  lo«ms,  but  a  great  deal  of  Farmers  Home  has  to  do  with  water 
and  waste,  community  development  and  housing.  And  agencies  that 
one  might  associate  with  farming  and  agriculture  are  more 
appropriately  consumer  functions,  for  example.  Food  Safety  and 
Inspection  and  Soil  Conservation,  and  the  largest  agency  employer 
in  the  Department  has  nothing  to  do  with  food  production 
agriculture:  The  D.  S.  Forest  service,  with  a  little  over  47,000 
employees . 

There  appears  to  be,  as  well,  a  bias  that  the  Department  provides 
only  services  to  rural  areas.  The  Department  does,  indeed. 
However,  again  citing  Soil  Conservation  and  Cooperative  Extension 
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Service,  services  are  provided  in  abundimce  to  urban  populations. 
And  that  is  not  inappropriate. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  the  Department  is  extremely 
complex.  In  fact,  if  the  government  and  people  of  the  Nation  have 
done  anything  to  define  Agriculture's  role,  it  is  to  focus  on  Mr. 
Lincoln's  instruction  "to  acquire  and  diffuse  among  the  people  .  . 
.  useful  information  on  subjects  connected  with  agriculture  In  the 
most  general  and  comprehensive  sense  of  the  word,  emphasis  on 
"general  and  comprehensive." 

As  Secretary  of  the  Department,  I  have  some  firsthand  experience 
with  organization  df  the  Department  and  some  latter-day 
observations,  and  would  suggest  that  the  Department  needs  three 
basic  components  to  function  more  efficiently:  people  who  can  talk 
to  one  another  and  are  committed  to  do  so,  computers  and 
technologies  that  can  commvinicate  with  one  another  and  are  driven 
by  people  committed  to  do  so,  and  a  commitment  at  the  top  to  effect 
the  same  efficiencies  and  streamlining  in  Washington,  D.C.  as  are 
contemplated  in  Iowa,  Texas  or  Maine. 

The  complexities  of  the  Department's  functions  are  grounded,  in 
part,  in  intricate  regulation  and  complicated  law,  law  which  spawns 
a  host  of  environmental,  social  and  other  regulations  that  must  be 
brought  to  bear  in  the  dispensation  of  monies  and  services 
throughout  the  Nation.  For  exzunple,  crop  bases  and  allotments  are 
a  relic  of  another  era  and  if  abolished  by  creating  one  cropland 
base  for  a  farm,  their  administration  and  implementation  would  be 
greatly  simplified. 

If  I  make  no  other  point  today,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  to  dash  the 
expectation  that  the  Department  can  administer  complicated  law  with 
skeleton  forces.  It  simply  can't  be  done,  and  we'd  be  better  off 
to  face  that  reality  up  front. 

Before  field  office  co-location  and  automation  to  reduce 
administrative  costs  can  be  effectively  implemented,  there  must  be 
political  will  at  the  head  of  each  agency. 

As  far  back  as  I  can  remember,  and  certainly  while  I  was  Secretary 
in  the  late  '70s,  there  has  been  a  turf  war  between  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  and  the  Ag  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service.  Only  the  strong  support  of  the  new  Administration  can 
make  things  happen  in  this  field. 

Another  point:  Don't  overlook  the  significant  local  interests  that 
come  to  bear  on  Department  services.  Aside  from  the  politics  of 
closing  and  consolidating,  don't  overlook  the  not  inconsideraUsle 
local  landlord  interests.  The  reality  is  that  these  local  offices 
represent  some  individual's  income,  and  that  individual  is  not 
going  to  give  that  up  without  a  fight. 
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I  havo  what  I  believe  is  a  very  i^ortant  reeoaaendation  on  real 
estate,  incidentally. 

Wben  you  send  a  68A  person  out  to  Eastern  Montana  to  negotiate  for 
a  USDA  field  office  of  soae  kind,  you  can  bet  that  field  office 
will  pay  the  highest  rent  in  town. 

But  when  you  put  the  onus  of  that  negotiation  on  the  A8C8  people 
locally,  you  can  bet  they  won't  get  skinned:  they  know  the  local 
turf,  they  know  the  local  asking  prices,  and  they'll  come  away  with 
a  good  deal. 

So  my  advice  is  to  get  the  Oeneral  Services  Administration  out  of 
your  property  management  as  much  as  possible. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  hear  Secretary  Espy's  ambitions  to 
reorganise  the  Department,  to  consolidate.  I  believe  Secretary 
Espy  is  on  the  right  track  when  he  says  that  there  must  be  change 
in  Washington  as  well  as  in  the  field. 

I  also  believe  that  Mr.  Espy's  predecessor.  Secretary  Madigan,  took 
a  constructive  first  step  in  getting  onto  the  table  at  the  very 
least  some  examination  of  organisational  problems.  Although  Z  am 
unfamiliar  with  the  details  of  Secretary  Madigan' s  effort,  from 
what  I  can  discern,  it  lays  out  some  good  starting  points  for 
further  discussion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  new  Administration,  and  there  is  an  aura  of 
expectation,  a  breath  of  anticipation  that  perhaps  change,  real 
change,  is  indeed  possible,  that  the  reestablishment  of  confidence 
in  government  and  the  regeneration  of  a  government  closer  to  the 
people,  fit,  trim  and  efficient,  is  doable  and  imminent. 

I  share  the  enthusiasm  for  this  that  I  sense  all  across  the  Nation, 
and  I  pledge  my  support  for  those  changes  that  make  sense  and 
better  serve  the  people. 

I  would  caution,  though,  that  a  strong  dose  of  reality  is  in  order* 
The  policies  and  practices  of  the  federal  government,  of  the 
Congress,  of  every  national  public  and  private  institution  have 
evolved  over  decades  and  decades,  and  thousand  of  management, 
policy  and  hands-on  decisions  have  constructed  what  we  have  today. 

Rome  couldn't  be  built  in  a  day,  the  pundits  say.  Well,  it  can't 
be  unbuilt  in  a  day,  either,  without  mayhem  and  destruction. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  conclude  my  statement  with  the  advice 
that  we  can  achieve  our  ends  as  well  through  the  quiet  process  of 
evolution  with  a  dose  of  patience  as  through  the  more  flamboyant 
and  disruptive  process  of  revolution. 

Thank  you. 
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Testimony  of 
Edward  R.  Madigan 

Former  Secretary  of  Agriculture 

Before  the  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on 
Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  invitation  to  testify  on  potential  savings  in  the 
operations  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

As  a  result  of  an  initicd  review  of  USDA  operations,  published  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  the  Department  undertook  a  study  of  USDA  field  offices.  The  study  was  done  in 
cooperation  with  people  from  the  management  side  of  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

Some  interesting  highlights  of  this  undertaking  are  that  USDA  has  14,307  field  offices  for 
approximately  2  million  farmers  and  ranchers;  compared  to  the  Social  Security  Administration, 
which  has  1,300  field  offices  and  26  million  clients. 

Some  state  directors  of  USDA  agencies  have  worked  hard  at  consolidating  or  co-locating 
their  field  offices.   Others  have  done  little  or  nothing. 

Some  field  offices  of  the  same  agency  are  only  a  few  miles  apart.  Some  are  located  in 
counties  with  fewer  than  100  farmers. 

Many  of  these  locations  were  established  before  the  emergence  of  modem  highways  and 
telecommunications  systems.  Nearly  all  were  established  when  there  were  a  greater  number  of 
people  engaged  in  farming  than  is  the  case  today. 

All  of  the  locations  were  assessed  on  the  basis  of  6  common  criteria. 

1.  ProgTcim  delivery  costs 

2.  Number  of  producers  served 

3.  Complexity  of  work 

4.  Geographic  service  area 

5.  Co-location  status 

6.  Workload  intensity 

The  resulting  recommendation  was  to  close,  or  otherwise  consolidate,  the  duties  of  some 
1,200  of  the  offices  of  farm  service  agencies. 

When  I  left  office,  the  study  of  the  7,000  other  offices  which  are  not  farm  service  agency 
related  had  not  been  completed.  I  believe  that  800  of  these  offices  could  be  closed  in  addition 
to  the  1,200  previously  mentioned. 

Much  attention  was  focused  on  the  field  office  structure  by  the  press  and  by  Members 
of  Congress,  and  we  focused  on  that  structure  in  response  to  that  attention.  I  believe  that  the 
resulting  work  product  is  credible  and  easily  defended. 


117 


I  do  admit  that  my  interest  would  have  been  more  directed  to  other  areas  of  USDA 
operations.  For  example,  of  the  42  agencies  in  the  Department,  26  are  operating  agencies.  The 
Department  has  only  13  operating  missions.  Thus,  I  believe  that  a  properly  organized 
Department  would  have  13  rather  than  26  operating  agencies.  The  reduced  number  of 
administrators  and  other  staff  not  only  represents  a  potential  savings  but,  in  my  judgement,  the 
efficiency  of  the  Department  would  improve. 

Further,  I  believe  that  there  are  too  many  Assistant  Secretaries,  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretaries,  Confidential  Assistants  and  other  Washington  based  staff.  The  duties  of  these 
people,  often  prescribed  by  law,  are  overlapping  and  cor\fusing  and  often  lead  to  there  being 
many  cooks  stirring  the  same  pot.  Legislation  should  be  eructed  enabling  the  Secretary  to  have 
Under  and  Assistant  Secretaries  in  the  number  of  his  choosing  with  responsibilities  of  his  choice. 

I  must  also  tell  you  that  I  could  not  possibly  explain  to  you  why  the  Forest  Service,  with 
42,000  employees,  is  one  fourth  larger  than  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  twice  the  size  of 
the  Department  of  Energy. 

Today  the  Forest  Service  needs  wildlife  biologists,  archaeologists  and  people  traii\ed  in 
the  environmental  sciences.  Still,  if  one  acknowledges  that  the  154  national  forests  would  each 
need  100  employees  and  the  administrative  work  of  the  Service  would  require  another  10,000 
employees  the  total  would  be  25,400  employees.  Granting  that  another  2,000  full-time 
equivalents  should  be  preserved  for  special  fire  fighting  tasks  the  total  would  rise  to  27,400  or 
15,000  fewer  than  the  average  totaL  At  the  27,000  level,  the  Service  would  still  be  larger  than 
many  other  departments  of  government. 

Calculating  he2dth  care  costs,  pension  and  other  benefits  as  well  as  salary,  for  a  per 
person  savings  of  $50  thousand  for  15,000  employees  produces  an  annual  savings  of  $750  million 
dollars. 

I  believe  the  savings  from  office  consolidation  would  ultimately  be  in  the  range  of  $400 
million  per  yccU".  That  cissumes  a  savings  of  $200  thotisand  for  each  of  2,000  offices.  Leaving 
in  place  12,300  offices  or  nearly  10  times  as  many  as  Social  Security  has  -including  their  national 
and  region  offices. 

Thus,  streamlining  the  field  office  structure  and  the  Forest  Service  payroll  could  produce 
savings  of  $4.5  billion  over  four  years.  Other  savings  would  result  from  reducing  the  number 
of  operating  agencies  and  the  number  of  senior  staff.  These  combined  savings  could  obviate  the 
need  for  other  budget  proposals. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  your  questions. 


#  #  # 
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STATEMENT  OF  ALAN  L.  DEAN 

FELLOW  OF  THE 

NATIONAL  ACADEMY  OF  PUBLIC  ADMINISTRATION 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND 

NUTRITION  OF  THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE, 

ON  THE  ORGANIZATION  AND  MANAGEMENT  OF 

EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS 

MARCH  11,  1993 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Alan  Dean.  I  am  pleased  to  take  part  in  this  hearing  to  discuss  government 
organization  and  management  strategies  which  might  prove  helpful  to  the  subcommittee  as  it 
seeks  to  improve  efficiency  and  reduce  costs  in  the  operation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
The  views  I  am  presenting  today  are  my  own  and  not  those  of  the  National  Academy  as  an 
institution. 

I  am  most  encouraged,  Mr.  Chainnan,  by  the  approach  being  taken  by  the  Subcommittee. 
Too  often  the  organization  and  management  practices  of  an  executive  department  are  addressed 
in  isolation.  As  a  consequence  the  successful  features  of  other  departments  and  agencies  maybe 
overlooked  or  given  short  shrift.  Your  decision  to  hear  from  persons  with  experience  in 
organizing  and  managing  other  executive  departments  should  serve  you  well  when  you  consider 
specific  measures  to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

My  statement  and  comments  today  will  be  based  on  my  personal  involvement  in  questions 
of  departmental  organization  and  management  beginning  with  the  first  Hoover  Commission  in 

1948  and  1949.  That  Commission  articulated  a  number  of  generally  applicable  guidelines  in  its 

1949  report  on  Departmental  Management.   It  is  still  a  useful  document  and  I  recommend  it  to 
the  Subcommittee. 

Another  relevant  milestone  in  the  long  struggle  to  improve  departmental  management  was 
the  design  and  enactment  in  1966  of  the  legislation  creating  the  Department  of  Transportation. 
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A  Bureau  of  the  Budget-led  task  force  was  encouraged  by  President  Johnson  to  consider  the  best 
experience  since  the  Hoover  Commission  and  to  design  a  model  department.  This  effort  was 
largely  successful,  and  DOT  subsequently  became  the  prototype  in  later  efforts  to  create  or 
reform  executive  departments.  It  was  my  privilege  to  serve  on  the  DOT  task  force  and  to  have 
a  role  in  the  implementation  of  the  DOT  Act  as  the  department's  first  assistant  secretary  for 
administration.  In  1991  I  wrote  a  history  of  the  organization  and  management  of  DOT,  which 
I  am  making  available  to  the  Subcommittee. 

The  most  recent  comprehensive  effort  to  restructure  the  executive  departments  was 
launched  by  President  Nixon  in  1971  when,  in  response  to  recommendations  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Executive  Organization,  chaired  by  Roy  Ash,  he  attempted  to  abolish  seven  domestic 
executive  departments  and  replace  them  with  four  super-departments.  For  various  reasons  the 
proposed  departments  were  not  established,  but  the  detailed  discussion  of  criteria  and  the 
sophisticated  structures  proposed  at  that  time  continue  to  be  relevant  today.  Incidentally,  one 
of  the  departments  which  President  Nixon  sought  to  abolish  was  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  most  recent  of  the  studies  of  dq>artmental  organization  and  management  which  I 
commend  to  the  Subcommittee  is  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration's  Evaluation 
of  Proposals  to  Establish  a  Department  of  Veterans  Affairs,  issued  in  March  1988.  This  report 
of  a  NAPA  panel  discusses  in  some  detail  the  criteria  which  should  apply  to  the  establishment 
or  continuance  of  an  executive  department. 

I  cite  the  above  rqrarts,  studies  and  reorganization  efforts,  because  the  Subcommittee  and 
its  staff  will  fmd  many  of  their  findings  of  current  validity  in  any  effort  to  modernize  and 
improve  the  functioning  of  the  Dq)aitment  of  Agriculture. 

Before  closing  this  statement  I  would  like  to  suggest  a  few  features  of  departmental 
design  which  have  stood  the  test  of  time  and  have  proved  effective  in  the  actual  administration 
of  executive  agencies. 

I.        Place  all  statutory  authority  directly  in  the  secretary  with  the  power  to  delegate. 
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2.  Provide  for  a  deputy  secretary  who  can  serve  as  the  alter  ego  of  the  secretary. 

3.  Keep  the  number  of  assistant  secretaries  small  and  assign  them  cross-cutting  roles 
in  areas  such  as  policy,  administration,  and  public  affairs. 

4.  Group  the  substantive  programs  of  the  department  into  a  small  number  of 
administrations  reporting  directly  to  the  secretary. 

5.  Insofar  as  practicable,  provide  for  a  central  point  of  leadership  in  matters  of 
internal  administration  at  the  assistant  secretary  or  under  secretary  level.  The 
incumbent  of  this  post  should  have  substantial  federal  management  experience. 

6.  Decentralize  operational  functions  to  the  program  administrations,  with  the 
secretarial  officers  doing  only  those  things  which  cannot  be  handled  by  the 
administrations. 

7 .  Keep  the  number  of  presidentially-appointed  and  Senate-confirmed  officials  small . 

8.  Avoid  legislation  prescribing  organizational  details  so  as  to  permit  the  secretary 
to  adjust  the  structure  of  the  department  to  reflect  administrative  experience,  new 
priorities,  and  changes  in  program  content. 

Finally,  the  Subcommittee  should  know  that  representatives  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Public  Administration  held  discussions  in  1992  with  senior  Department  of  Agriculture  officials 
in  which  NAPA  staff  offered  assistance  in  several  aspects  of  departmental  management.  In  May 
1992,  NAPA  President  R.  Scott  Fosler,  wrote  Secretary  Madigan  describing  in  some  detail  how 
the  Academy  could  be  helpful  to  the  Department.  I  should  be  happy  to  make  this  letter  available 
to  the  Subcommittee. 

I  will  be  pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  from  the  Subcommittee. 

iiMioineVgdpVwpdataWandeaii 
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STATEMENT  OF  MARY  ANN  GLYNN 

Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is  Mary  Ann  Glynn.   I  am  an 
Assistant  Professor  of  Organizational  Behavior  at  Yale  University's  School  of  Organization  and 
Management.   For  the  past  several  years,  I  have  been  researching,  teaching,  and  consulting  about 
various  aspects  of  organizational  change  and  renewal.  Today,  I  appear  before  you  to  convey  what  I 
see  as  some  pertinent  issues  in  the  organizational  literature  that  address  the  process  of  organizational 
change.   I  have  organized  these  issues  around  three  general  themes:   first,  the  patterning  of 
organizational  changes  over  time,  second,  strategies  for  organizational  renewal,  and  third, 
organizational  aligmnent  and  effectiveness. 

Theme  1 :   Patterns  of  Organizational  Change  Over  Time 

One  of  the  central  themes  of  the  organizational  literature  is  that  successfully  initiating  and 
implementing  organizational  change,  particularly  in  large,  complex  institutions,  is  difficult. 
Organizational  change  is  constrained  by  strong  inertial  pressures;  such  constraints  arise  from  factors 
that  are  both  internal  to  the  organization  as  well  as  externally  driven  by  the  environment  in  which  the 
organization  operates.   Internal  constraints  can  include  the  organization's  existing  and  historical 
patterns  of  behavior,  rules  and  routines;  investments  in  both  its  systems  and  people;  political  activities 
tied  to  vested  interests;  and  limits  on  information  accessibility  and  availability.  External  constraints 
can  include  legal  and  economic  barriers,  legitimacy  considerations,  and  problems  associated  with 
collective  rationality  and  sense-making.' 

Yet,  these  constraints  notwithstanding,  organizational  change  is  not  easy,  but  it  is  not 
impossible.  There  is  an  emerging  consensus  that  large,  bureaucratic  organizations  change  over  time 
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in  a  pattern  that  has  been  described  as  a  punctuated  equilibrium:  Organizations  tend  to  experience 
short  bursts  of  intense,  dramatic,  and  radical  change  followed  by  longer  periods  of  convergence  and 
incremental  change  (Tushman,  Newman  &  Romanelli,  1986).   Radical  change  tends  to  be 
characterized  by  abrupt  changes  that  occur  simultaneously  in  the  organization's  strategy,  structure, 
control  systems  and  power  balance,  typically  in  response  to,,  or  in  anticipation  of,  major 
environmental  shifts.  In  comparison,  incremental  change  involves  minor  adjustments  or  "fine-tuning" 
the  existing  organizational  systems,  such  that  the  core  values  and  the  feasibility  of  current 
organizational  operations  remain  unquestioned. 

This  metamorphic  model  of  organizational  change  focuses  on  the  evolution  of  organizations 
over  time,  in  which  convergent,  incremental  periods  of  convergence  are  punctuated  by  radical 
reorientations.  Understanding  what  brings  about  these  periods  of  radical  change  is  key  to 
understanding  what  kinds  of  strategies  enhance  the  ability  of  large,  bureaucratic  organizations  to  make 
radical  change  to  existing  practices,  routines,  and  structures.  Thus,  the  second  theme  focuses  on 
those  strategies  that  underscore  radical  change  in  large,  complex  organizations. 

Theme  2:  Strategies  for  Organizational  Renewal 

The  conventional  wisdom  regarding  organizational  change  is  cogently  articulated  by  Harvard 
Business  School  Professor  Rosabeth  Moss  Kanter  (198S)  in  her  claim  that  when  it  comes  to  innovative 
change,  small  is  beautiful.  Typically,  this  idea  translates  to  restructuring  a  large,  centralized 
bureaucracy  into  many  smaller,  more  localized  subunits,  each  with  greater  control,  accountability,  and 
decision  making  authority  over  its  operations.  Hewlett  Packard,  for  example,  has  created  entire 
departments  or  subsidiaries  with  the  mandate  to  'go  innovate"  The  purpose  of  restructuring  into 
smaller  units  is  to  increase  the  organization's  flexibility  to  respond  to  different  environmental 
conditions  and,  by  encouraging  the  involvement  of  more  organizational  members,  to  enhance  the 
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introduction  of  new  and  potentially  useful  ideas  and  practices. 

While  this  approach  advocates  changing  organizational  rules  and  routines,  an  alternative 
approach  examines  how  bureaucratic  rationality  and  rules  themselves  affect  change.   With  a 
colleague,  Professor  Steve  Mezias  of  New  York  University,  I  explored  the  question  of  how  to  make 
large,  complex  organizations  change  more  effectively  (Mezias  &  Glynn,  1993).  We  conducted  a 
computer  simulation  study  to  determine  how  different  types  of  routine  practices  and  strategies  affect 
Ae  amount  and  type  of  iimovative  change  that  an  organization  experiences.  We  identified  three  major 
approaches  to  corporate  renewal: 

1.  Institutionalizing  Strategies  are  those  that  formalize  innovative  processes,  such  as 
creating  teams  to  develop  new  products.   Proposals  for  innovative  change  are  subjected  to  the 
normal  checks  and  balances  of  decision  processes  in  order  to  be  developed. 

2.  Revolutionary  Strategies  are  those  that  operate  counter  to  organizational  processes. 
These  would  include  spin-offs  or  work  groups  that  operate  outside  existing  systems;  the  Apple 
Computer  Company's  development  of  the  Macintosh  is  an  example.   These  unique  structures 
are  created  because  existing  systems  and  decision  processes  may  stifle  innovation;  innovative 
ideas  need  to  be  nurtured  carefully  and  protected  from  those  bureaucratic  practices  that  stifle 
innovation. 

3.  Evolutionary  Strategies  are  strategies  that  foster  innovative  change  in  response  to  new 
opportunities.  In  contrast  to  the  first  two  strategies,  an  evolutionary  approach  is  not 
intentional  or  planned;  rather,  innovative  changes  may  arise  as  a  result  of  opportunities  that 
are  presented  during  ordinary,  routine  functioning  and  often  when  organizational  controls  are 
loosened. 
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The  results  of  our  study  indicated  that  intentional  strategies  often  have  unintended  results. 
Both  the  institutional  and  revolutionary  strategies  tended  to  result  generally  in  more  incremental 
changes  rather  than  more  radical  ones,  in  spite  of  increased  resources  devoted  to  searching  for 
innovative  ideas.  The  changes  produced  by  evolutionary  strategies  were  generally  on  par  with  those 
produced  by  the  more  intentional  strategies'.  The  key  to  understanding  innovative  change,  then,  may 
lie  less  with  the  specific  method  chosen  by  a  bureaucratic  institution,  but  rather,  with  the  talent  of 
leaders  and  managers  to  recognize  worthwhile  new  opportunities. 

Finally,  it  must  be  noted  that  while  organizational  strategies  and  routine  processes  may  be 
planned,  intentional,  or  deliberate,  they  may  also  emerge  and  change  over  time,  either  by  virtue  of 
incremental  adjustments  to  existing  systems  or  in  response  to  critical  environmental  contingencies. 
Such  changes  may  enhance  the  original  organizational  purpose  or  may  represent  drift  from  the  core 
mission  or  values.   It  becomes  important,  then,  to  assess  the  organizational  system  with  regard  to  its 
fit  internally  and  externally,  checking  for  components  that  may  be  "out  of  synch"  in  terms  of  either 
internal  conditions,  as  for  example,  when  the  organizational  structures  do  not  fully  support  its  purpose 
or  mission,  or  some  desired  future  state,  such  that  the  organization  can  engineer  some  flexibility  and 
adaptability  to  more  rapidly  changing  and  less  predictable  environments.  A  framework  for  assessing 
such  an  organizational  fit  is  presented  and  described  in  the  third  theme. 

Theme  3:   Strategic  Alignment  and  Organizational  Effectiveness 

A  third  theme  which  has  resonated  through  the  organizational  literature  is  that  of  "fit"  or 
congruence  between  the  organization  and  its  external  environment  and  between  the  internal  elements  - 
-  strategy,  structure,  people,  and  processes  -  that  constitute  the  organization. 

Diagnosing  such  consistencies  often  begins  with  questions  like:   What  business  are  we  in? 
What  is  our  fundamental  purpose?  While  the  question  seems  straightforward,  the  response  often  is 
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not.   When  organizations  have  multiple  objectives,  geographically  widespread  operations,  and  diverse 
stakeholders  that  include  various  groups  with  diverging  or  sometimes  conflicting  interests,  defining 
what  the  organization  does  can  be  quite  challenging  and  problematic.   However,  defining  the 
organization's  strategic  purpose  or  mission  ~  and/or  prioritizing  among  several  purposes  -  is  critical, 
for  it  provides  the  rationale  and  organizing  principles  for  the  institution.  A  well-articulated  and 
reformulated  mission  is  a  powerful  force  in  driving  organizational  change. 

One  framework  that  is  useful  for  conceptualizing  and  analyzing  organizations  is  the 
congruence  model  (Nadler  &  Tushman,  1988).  This  model  views  organizations  as  made  up  of  four 
key  components  that  interact  with  each  other.  The  key  components  are: 

•  TASK:   The  basic  and  inherent  work  to  be  done  by  the  organization  and  its  parts,  including 
such  critical  features  as:  the  skill  and  knowledge  demands  posed  by  the  task;  the  nature  of 
the  rewards  the  work  provides;  and  the  degree  of  uncertainty,  routineness,  or  interdependence 
associated  with  the  work. 

•  INDIVIDUALS:  The  charaaeristics  of  individuals  in  the  organization,  including  such 
critical  features  as:  their  knowledge  and  skills;  needs,  preferences,  and  expectancies; 
background  factors  including  age,  gender,  ethnicity,  etc. 

•  FORMAL  ORGANIZATIONAL  ARRANGEMENTS:   The  various  structures  and 
processes  that  are  formally  created  to  get  individuals  to  perform  tasks,  including  such  critical 
features  as:   organizational  design  and  the  grouping  of  functions  or  subunits;  coordination  and 
control  mechanisms;  work  environment;  human  resource  management  systems,  etc. 
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•  INFORMAL  ORGANIZATION:   The  emerging  arrangements,  including  communication 

and  influence  pjlttems,  the  organizational  culture  and  routines,  leadership  style,  relations 
between  organizational  subunits  or  groups,  etc. 

Figure  1  depicts  the  congruence  model  and  points  out  the  highly  interdependent  nature  of  the 
various  components  that  constitute  an  organizational  system.  The  model  indicates  that  organizational 
effectiveness  (measured  in  terms  of  organizational  performance,  employee  attitudes  and  morale,  and 
individual  and  group  productivity)  is  enhanced  to  the  extent  that  the  organizational  factors  fit  well 
together.  The  model's  central  idea  -  that  the  components  of  an  organization  are  interconnected  — 
speaks  to  the  process  of  organizational  change  by  suggesting  that  changes  in  any  one  component  often 
have  repercussions  for  other  parts  of  the  system.  To  make  radical,  innovative  change  of  the  type 
described  earlier,  it  is  necessary  to  approach  the  organization  as  an  entire  system,  with  an 
appreciation  of  both  its  internal  congruence  and  how  its  strategy  or  mission  relates  the  organization  to 
its  external  environment.  Thus,  it  is  necessary  to  think  in  complex  and  dynamic  terms,  rather  than  a 
piecemeal  approach,  when  considering  major  organizational  change. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  this  model  does  not  presume  there  is  one  best  way  to  manage 
or  to  introduce  innovative  change  in  an  existing  institution;  the  approach  is  not  prescriptive,  but  rather 
diagnostic.  Major,  effective  change  is  accomplished  by  taking  into  account  the  dynamic  interplay 
between  various  organizational  components  within  the  context  of  the  organization's  mission. 

Revitalizing  organizations,  and  in  particular,  large,  bureaucratic  institutions,  is  a  slow, 
complex,  and  challenging  process.  The  themes  identified  from  the  organizational  literature  point  out 
the  need  to  appreciate  organizations  as  systems  which  are  embedded  in  environments  which  are 
themselves  changing  at  an  increasing  pace.  To  be  adaptable  to  this  dynamic  environment, 
organizations  need  to  attend  carefully  to  their  strategic  mission  and  create  supportive  structures  that 
facilitate  the  accomplishment  of  this  mission. 
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ENDNOTES 


1.  Ecological  theories  of  organization,  notably  those  authored  by  Hannan  and  Freeman  (1977;  1984), 
posit  that  organizations,  and  especially  very  large  institutions,  tend  to  be  structurally  inert.  The 
strong  seleaion  pressures  that  severely  constrain  or  limit  organizational  change  and  adaptation  are 
outlined  in  detail  by  these  theorist?. 

2.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  Osborne  and  Gaebler  in  their  1992  book.  Reinventing  Government 
(Reading,  Mass:  Addison-Wesley  Publishing  Co.),  also  encourage  government  institutions  to  consider 
a  strategy  that  is  similar  to  what  we  have  labeled  as  'evolutionary": 

Steering  organizations  that  shop  around  can  even  promote  experimentation  and  learn 
from  success.   Nature  experiments  through  natural  selection:  the  evolutionary  process  rewards 
new  adaptations  that  work  (p.  36). 

Normal  government  practice  discourages  natural  selection.  Rather  than  the  survival  of 
the  helpful,  we  find  the  survival  of  the  already  entrenched  or  the  politically  powerful.  ... 
Successful  experiments  all  too  often  remain  marginal,  if  they  have  no  political  clout  (p.  83). 
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BY 

DALE  W.  FALLAT 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  CORPORATE  SERVICES 

THE  ANDERSONS  MANAGEMENT  CORP. 

Members  of  Congress,  Former  and  Present  Administrators  of  the  USDA 
and  other  Agencies  and  Guests: 

My  name  is  Dale  Fallat.  I  am  currently  the  Vice  President  of 
Corporate  Services  for  The  Andersons  Management  Corporation,  a 
diversified  family  owned  agri-business  and  retailing  firm  with 
operations  in  Ohio,  Michigan,  Indiana  and  Illinois.  Our  Company 
employs  about  2,400  employees  in  these  states  and  has  just  recently 
celebrated  its  45th  anniversary.  In  the  heyday  of  grain  exporting. 
The  Andersons  export  program  accounted  for  approximately  5%  of  all 
U.S.  grain  exports.  As  we  entered  the  1980's  our  company  routinely 
reported  exporting  95%  to  97%  of  the  grain  it  handled.  During  the 
tumultuous  period  of  the  '80s,  which  included  grain  embargoes, 
numerous  programs  which  compensated  farmers  for  not  planting  crops 
and  the  historic  drought  in  1988  throughout  the  eastern  corn  belt, 
we  saw  our  grain  exports  slip  from  95%  of  our  business  to  less  than 
30%  of  our  business.  As  domestic  markets  became  more  dominant, 
those  of  us  who  had  invested  in  large  multi-million  bushel  terminal 
grain  elevators  learned  how  to  operate  these  elevators  much  the  same 
as  our  country  elevator  brethren  who  had  much  smaller  facilities, 
rail  yards  and,  yes,  overhead.  At  the  same  time  agricultural  inputs 
such  as  fertilizer,  seed  and  chemicals  were  heavily  impacted  in  a 
negative  way. 

All  these  circumstances  were  challenging  our  Company  and  many 
others  in  agri-business  throughout  the  '80s  but  it  was  the  drought 
of  1988  that  brought  us  to  confront  some  inescapable  realities  --- 
we  had  to  reduce  expenses  and  downsize  and  reorganize  our  organiza- 
tion. There  were  no  practical  alternatives. 

Our  President  and  Chief  Executive  Officer,  Dick  Anderson,  with 
the  encouragement  and  advice  of  some  sage  outside  directors,  focused 
his  attention  on  the  $100,000,000  of  annual  expenses  our  Company  was 
then  incurring.  If  we  could  reduce  those  expenses  by  8%  to  10%  we 
thought  we  could  survive  the  drought  and  the  long  "tail"  that 
droughts  tend  to  have  in  terms  of  impact  on  the  agricultural 
community.  A  quick  look  at  the  make-up  of  those  expenses  drew  one 
clear  conclusion.  People  -  good,  decent,  hard-working,  talented 
people  would  have  to  leave  the  organization.  Not  so  surprisingly, 
a  10%  cut  in  expenses  appeared  to  require  a  10%  cut  in  full-time 
employees,  which  amounted  to  almost  90  positions  needing  elimina- 
tion. 

There  is  no  way  to  overstate  the  need  to  "start  at  the  top". 
The  highest  wages  are  paid  there,  additional  layers  of  management 
create  and  perpetuate  organizational  complexity  and  the  credibility 
of  the  entire  program  absolutely  depends  on  there  being  no  exemp- 
tions from  the  process  of  position  eliminations.  In  our  case,  the 
number  two  officer  of  the  company,  the  Chief  Operating  Officer,  and 
the  Vice  President  of  our  Marketing  Research  and  Business  Develop- 
ment were  the  first  two  positions  to  be  eliminated  beginning  the 
weekend  of  July  4,  1988.   (And  the  drought  persisted.)   Soon 
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thereafter  positions  such  as  Chief  Financial  Officer,  Real  Estate 
Development  Officer  and  the  Chief  Pilot  (along  with  the  Company's 
only  aircraft)  were  added  to  the  list.  While  our  President  acted 
decisively,  much  deliberation  and  staff  involvement  was  applied  to 
selecting  positions  for  elimination.  In  a  number  of  cases  the 
incumbents  even  identified  and  recommended  their  own  positions  for 
elimination.  In  some  cases  those  people  were  afforded  other 
positions  in  the  Company,  in  other  cases  the  result  was  termination. 
In  all  these  cases,  the  issue  was  not  level  of  talent  or  industri- 
ousness  or  performance  -  the  issue  was  simply  that  of  the  AFFORDAB- 
ILITY  of  the  position  in  question.  The  discussions  were  frank  and 
fair  and  the  separation  packages  as  hefty  as  was  reasonable  and 
appropriate  under  the  circumstances.  It  took  until  September  to 
complete  the  bulk,  of  the  job  eliminations.  In  many  cases,  the 
incumbents  were  allowed  several  weeks  and  even  months  to  complete 
assignments  and  turn  over  work  in  progress  to  others  in  the 
organization.  Another  reason  it  took  so  long  has  something  to  do 
with  our  Company  culture  and  how  much  we  cared  for  these  people.  We 
did  not  accept  the  advice  of  many  experts  who  said  the  process 
should  be  extremely  swift.  We  believe  that  quality  communication 
with  the  employee  affected,  as  well  as  all  the  other  employees  in 
the  organization,  required  deliberate  and  thoughtful,  one-on-one 
discussions.  Discussions  that  could  not  be  properly  conducted  with 
dozens  of  individuals  in  the  course  of  a  few  days. 

Since  that  day  we  have  steadily  made  progress  towards 
achieving  our  Company's  objectives  for  growth,  debt  reduction  and 
profitability.  While  we  have  a  long  way  to  go,  we  all  look  back  to 
the  summer  of  '88  (by  the  way  it  rained  on  July  15th)  as  a  crucial 
time  in  the  history  of  our  Company. 

As  we  look  back  on  that  time  and  all  the  days  since,  there  are 
a  couple  of  important  things  to  highlight: 

1.  The  primacy  and  the  needs  of  our  customers  were  never 
better  understood  or  attended  to  than  during  this  period 
of  enormous  effort  and  stress  related  to  restructuring. 

We  had  always  had  a  strong  sense  of  purpose  and  value  in 
our  Company,  but  the  '80s  also  became  a  time  when  we 
fully  focused  on  our  Mission  as  a  business  and  people. 
The  core  statement  of  our  Mission  reads  as  follows: 

"We  firmly  believe  that  our  company  is  a  powerful 
vehicle  through  which  we  channel  our  time,  talent  and 
energy  in  pursuit  of  the  fundamental  goal  of  serving  God 
by  serving  our  fellow  man.  Through  our  collective 
action  we  greatly  magnify  the  impact  of  our  individual 
efforts  to: 

Provide  extraordinary  service  to  our  customers 
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Help  each  other  develop 

Contribute  to  the  improvement  of  our  community 

Grow  our  company  profitably 


Because  we  had  considerable  communication  and  acceptance 
around  this  Mission  Statement,  the  restructuring  process 
was  almost  invisible  to  our  customers,  except  for  the 
change  in  personnel  and  some  of  the  news  coverage  that 
followed.  What  we  were  doing  was  not  our  customers' 
problem.  We  were  doing  this  expressly  for  our  customer, 
taking  the  opportunity  to  become  the  low  cost  provider 
of  goods  and  services  to  our  most  important  constituent. 
I  believe  it  behooves  any  government  agency  to  be  very 
self-reflective  and  candid  about  who  your  most  important 
constituents  are  and  then  commit  to  providing  that  group 
with  literally  "more  for  less".  It  is  our  experience 
that  this  can  indeed  be  the  result  of  these  important 
efforts. 

2.  The  so-called  "misery  index"  does  not  have  to  go  off  the 
chart  during  these  challenging  times.  In  this  regard, 
I  can  tell  you  story  after  story  of  individuals  whose 
jobs  were  eliminated  and  who  very  quickly  became  engaged 
in  extremely  challenging  and  profitable  activities, 
sometimes  related  to  their  prior  work  and  oftentimes 
not.  As  you  will  recall,  we  were  not  choosing  job 
eliminations  on  the  basis  of  the  quality  of  the  incum- 
bents but  more  importantly  on  the  affordability  of  the 
function  within  our  organization.  However,  many  of 
these  individuals  were  able  to  assemble  a  group  of 
clients  who  could  afford  what  we  no  longer  could.  This 
was  an  exciting  discovery  for  them  and  for  us. 

Also  I  would  like  to  tell  you  the  story  of  our  Transpor- 
tation Department.  For  many  years  our  Company  had 
maintained  a  strong  central  transportation  function.  We 
had  exceptional  expertise  in  trucking,  rail  and  water 
transportation.  A  number  of  changes  in  the  industry, 
including  the  Staggers  Act  and  the  massive  shift  from 
export  to  domestic  markets,  led  us  to  again  question  the 
affordability  of  this  fine  staff  group.  I  asked  some  of 
these  people  if  there  was  any  new  service  they  could 
provide  which  would  contribute  tangibly  to  the  bottom 
line  of  the  Company.  The  answer  came  back  quickly.  We 
could  help  people  in  our  industry  and  other  industries 
with  regard  to  their  need  to  own  or  lease  and  operate 
covered  hopper  rail  cars.  In  fact,  we  had  for  some 
years  been  quite  skilled  in  making  minor  repairs  to  our 
own  fleet  of  hopper  cars,  and  it  was  proposed  that  we 
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could  not  only  broker  rail  cars  but  purchase  older  cars, 
repair  and  modernize  them  and  either  sell  or  lease  them 
to  third  parties. 

Well,  here  again,  while  we  have  a  long  way  to  go,  I  am 
happy  to  report  to  you  that  we  have  had  considerable 
success  with  our  newest  profit  center  -  The  Andersons 
Railcar  Division.  People  whose  futures  in  transporta- 
tion management  were  somewhat  uncertain,  all  of  a  sudden 
found  themselves  very  actively  engaged  in  a  new,  chal- 
lenging and  exciting  busiriess  for  whose  success  or 
failure  they  are  almost  totally  responsible.  So  far, 
this  has  been  a  real  success  story  and  shows  promise  for 
even  more  interesting  and  profitable  results. 

I  don't  think  I  can  give  you  another  better  example  of 
a  "win/win"  scenario  for  all  the  parties  involved.  Our 
Company  and  its  shareholders  have  benefitted,  our 
employees  have  a  bright  new  opportunity,  and  then  there 
are  new  employees  who  have  been  hired  to  support  this 
new  division  so  they  benefit  and  so  does  our  community 
with  increased  jobs  and  tax  base.  And  of  course,  our 
railcar  customers  benefit  from  being  offered  a  highly 
service-oriented,  low  cost,  enthusiastic,  highly  knowl- 
edgeable service  from  some  very  highly  motivated  people. 

So  there  is  life  after  restructuring  and  it  can  be  a  very 
fulfilling  and  satisfying  life  indeed.  I  think  some  of  these 
examples  could  easily  apply  in  the  public  sector.  The  goals  and 
terminologies  may  be  slightly  different  but  the  fundamental 
underlying  goals  of  high  quality  services  and  products  aimed  at 
helping  the  customer  can  be-present  in  both  settings.  It's  certain- 
ly worth  a  try. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JOHN  R.  BLOCK,  PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL-AMERICAN  WHOLESALE  GROCERS'  ASSOCIATION 


TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION  SUBCOMMITTEE 
HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE 

MARCH  22,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  present  a  written  statement 
regarding  the  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

By  way  of  background,  the  National-American  Wholesale  Grocers'  Association 
(NAWGA)~and  its  foodservice  partner  organization,  the  International  Foodservice  Distributors 
Association  (IFDA)— is  an  international  trade  association  comprised  of  food  distribution 
companies  which  primarily  supply  and  service  independent  grocers  and  foodservice  operations 
throughout  the  U.S.  and  Canada.  NAWGA's  350  members  operate  over  1200  distribution 
centers  with  a  combined  annual  sales  volume  in  excess  of  $116  billion.  NAWGA  members 
employ  a  work  force  of  over  350,000;  and,  in  combination  with  their  independently-owned 
customer  firms,  they  provide  employment  for  several  million  people.  IFDA  represents  member 
firms  that  sell  annually  over  $29  billion  in  food  and  related  products  to  restaurants,  hospitals, 
and  other  segments  of  the  institutional,  away-from-home  foodservice  market. 

As  you  know,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  was  founded  130  years  ago  to  assist 
the  one  out  of  two  Americans  who  were  working  in  agriculture.  Today,  the  total  number  of 
farmers  is  less  than  two  percent  of  the  country's  population  (although  millions  more  derive  their 
income  indirectly  from  agriculture  through  jobs  in  exporting,  food  processing,  equipment 
manufacturing,  etc).  But  even  as  the  number  of  farmers  has  steadily  dropped,  the  number  of 
USDA  employees  has  remained  at  ponderously  high  levels.  In  1981 ,  the  Agriculture  Department 
employed  125,000  full-time  workers;  today  there  are  1 10,000,  or  roughly  one  worker  for  every 
six  full-time  farmers. 

That  ratio  is  somewhat  misleading,  however,  because  40,000  of  those  USDA  workers 
are  employed  by  the  Forest  Service,  which  does  a  good  job  of  serving  trees  but  has  virtually 
nothing  to  do  with  production  agriculture.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  employs  14,000 
people  working  to  preserve  the  environment.  Thousands  more  USDA  employees  administer 
nutrition  assistance  programs,  like  food  stamps,  school  lunches,  and  the  Women,  Infants  and 
Children  program,  which  represent  more  than  half  of  USDA  spending  outlays.  In  reality,  only 
20  percent  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  budget  is  spent  on  farm  support  programs.  The 
agency  created  by  President  Lincoln  to  serve  an  agrarian  nation  now  has  more  clients  in  cities 
than  in  the  country. 
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STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  R.  BLOCK  2 

MARCH  22,  1993 

(CONT'D.) 

A  larger  concern  about  the  USDA's  performance  is  that  when  it  comes  to  serving  actual 
farmers,  there  is  a  decided  lack  of  coordination  among  the  many  programs  designed  to  assist 
those  in  rural  areas.  A  sample  list  of  USDA  operations  presents  a  potpourri  of  tongue-twisting 
acronyms:  ASCS  (Agriculture  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service),  SCS  (Soil  Conservation 
Service),  FCIC  (Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation),  FmHA  (Fanners  Home  Administration), 
REA  (Rural  Electrification  Administration),  APHIS  (Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service),  NASS  (National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service),  and  more. 

Several  of  these  agencies  are  descendants  of  New  Deal  programs  that  were  intended  to 
help  farmers  cope  with  the  economic  hardships  caused  by  the  Depression.  Needless  to  say,  the 
chjdlenges  in  rural  America  today  are  different  than  they  were  60  years  ago,  though  the 
Washington  bureaucracy  in  many  ways  has  yet  to  reflect  that  evolution. 

Many  of  the  above-mentioned  agencies  have  their  county  field  offices  scattered  in 
different  buUdings  and  even  in  different  cities.  The  USDA  has  made  attempts  to  co-locate  such 
offices  to  streamline  the  services  they  provide,  but  those  efforts  have  met  with  only  limited 
success.  In  addition,  dozens  of  USDA  field  offices  are  currently  operating  with  a  negative  cost- 
benefit  ratio.  A  recent  Senate  investigation  found  that  in  the  case  of  179  USDA  offices,  the  cost 
of  operating  them  is  greater  than  the  amount  of  benefits  they  distribute  to  farmers. 

Beyond  consolidation  of  field  offices,  a  good  case  could  be  made  for  an  even  more 
sweeping  restructuring  of  USDA  through  elimination  of  the  FCIC,  the  REA  and  the  FmHA,  all 
of  which  have  outgrown  their  initial  missions.  The  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation, 
designed  to  offer  farmers  protection  against  disasters,  has  never  proven  popular.  One  key  reason 
is  that  perennial  weather-related  disasters  such  as  droughts  and  flooding  prompt  Congress  to  pass 
legislation  authorizing  widespread  financial  compensation  to  those  affected.  Farmers  face  little 
incentive  to  sign  up  for  crop  insurance  when,  with  the  requisite  political  pressure,  they  can 
prompt  Congress  on  a  regular  basis  to  pass  a  legislative  relief  package  at  no  immediate  cost  to 
them. 

The  Rural  Electrification  Administration  is  an  FDR-era  program  created  to  bring 
electricity  and  telephone  service  to  rural  areas.  Sixty  years  ago,  few  farms  had  such  amenities; 
today,  virtually  all  of  them  do.  The  REA  is  a  victim  of  its  own  successes,  as  it  now  searches 
for  new  ways  to  expand  on  the  services  provided  to  its  clients.  A  better  service  would  be  to 
declare  victory  and  dissolve  the  agency. 

The  dissolution  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  would  likely  be  felt  even  less,  as 
its  role  as  a  lender  of  last  resort  to  financially-strapped  farmers  duplicates  that  of  other  financial 
lenders.  Often,  the  loans  offered  by  the  FmHA  go  to  bad  risk  operators  who  cannot  secure 
credit  from  other  sources.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with  giving  a  fanner  one  last  chance  to  make 
it,  but  not  with  taxpayer  money. 
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STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  R.  BLOCK  3 

MARCH  22,  1993 

(CONT'D.) 

As  is  the  case  with  other  federal  bureaucracies,  the  USDA  exists  largely  to  dispense 
taxpayer  dollars  through  a  variety  of  programs  to  a  variety  of  recipients  ~  but  only  to  a  minority 
of  American  farmers.  In  fact,  most  domestic  agricultural  goods  have  no  federal  support 
program  at  all.  Fruits,  vegetables,  meats  and  poultry  products  are  all  grown  and  raised  at  the 
farmer's  own  risk  and  expense.  Meanwhile,  those  who  are  involved  in  the  federal  farm  program 
must  deal  with  an  ever-increasing  number  of  regulations.  The  1991  Farm  Bill  was  750  pages 
long;  just  14  years  earlier,  the  1977  Farm  Bill  was  fewer  than  200  pages. 

Efforts  to  reform  the  USDA  are  seemingly  reborn  with  each  successive  presidential 
administration,  and  even  with  each  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Sometimes  the  best  intentions 
for  reform  are  scuttled  when  Congress  attempts  to  influence  the  course  of  the  revision.  When 
I  attempted  in  1985  to  close  several  USDA  field  offices  in  New  England,  I  was  informed  by  the 
White  House  that  congressional  support  for  contra  aid  would  be  imperiled  if  the  office  closings 
in  the  Northeast  were  carried  out.  The  number  of  parties  interested  in  preserving  the  status  quo, 
including  farmers,  lobbyists,  and  politicians  both  in  the  administration  and  on  Capitol  Hill, 
perpetually  outnumbers  those  looking  to  pare  down  the  bureaucratic  structure. 

In  government  circles,  reform  of  bureaucracies  is  sometimes  achieved  in  name  only  and 
then  passed  off  as  progress.  While  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  in  need  of  more  than  a 
facelift,  at  the  very  least  it  deserves  a  more  accurate  name.  In  order  to  reflect  the  true 
constituency  of  the  agency,  I  believe  that  the  new  title  for  the  USDA  should  be  the  "Department 
of  Agriculture,  Food  and  Forestry."  A  new  name  may  not  eliminate  any  red  tape,  but  at  least 
it  represents  truth  in  packaging,  and  that  is  certainly  a  good  start. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  my  views  on  the  reorganization 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  Of  course,  if  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  call  on  me  at  (703)  532-9400.   Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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statement  by  John  A.  Scbnittker,  Santa  Ynez,  CA, 

fomer  Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (1965-69), 

submitted  to  the  Subconuaittee  on  Government  Operations 

and  Nutrition  of  the  House  Connittee  on  Agriculture, 

for  Inclusion  In  the  record  of  the  March  11,  1993 

hearing  on  CSDA  reorganization 

I  have  heard  proposals  to  provide  USDA  with  up  to  six  Under 
S^cre|^ries  to  help  solve  its  problems.  I  hope  the  Comaittee  on 
Agric>ilture  will  think  twice  before  agreeing.  The  Defense  Departanent, 
including  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  has  only  four  Under 
Secretaries,  Education  (0),  Energy  (1),  HHS  (0),  HUD  (0),  Interior  (D) , 
Labor  (0)  ,  Transportation  (O)  .  state  has  four,  and  Commerce  and 
Treaswry  each  have  two  Under  Secretaries.  With  six,  USDA  would  have 
about,  1/3  of  all  Under  Secretaries  in  the  Government  (based  on  the  1992 
•'jplum  Book",  issued  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs), 

Adding  Under  Secretaries  represents  more  than  grade  and  bureaucratic 
puffCiTy.  It  is  in  direct  opposition  to  what  Secretary  Espy  saye  he 
wants  to  do  —  to  trim  the  fat  in  Washington  before  starting  on  field 
office  consolidation.  This  is  not  mainly  a  question  of  pay  levels,  six 
Under  Secretaries  will  cost  only  §43,200  more  per  year  than  six 
Assistant  Secretaries,  plus,  of  course,  a  few  hundred  thousand  for  the 
grade  escalation  necessary  to  compensate  staffs  at  higher  levels. 

There  are  other  problems  with  proposals  before  the  Committee. 

-  Putting  closely  related  farm  and  international  commodity  programs 
un^r  two  Under  or  Assistant  Secretaries  would  be  a  set'ious 
mistake,  requiring  continuous  mediation  by  the  Secretary  or  Deputy 
Sepretary.  Giving  CCC  to  the  Deputy  Secretary,  but  leaving 
couixnodity  and  international  program  responsibilities  with  two  Under 
or:  Assistant  Secretaries  would  be  a  colossal  mistake. 

-  Federal  Extension  largely  sends  money  to  the  states,  which  conduct 
education  programs.  It's  limited  functions  should  not  be 
fragmented  among  several  Under  or  Assistant  Secretaries.  Just  send 
the  money  to  the  states,  set  some  standards,  and  abandon  the 
lip.usion  that  four  different  USDA  Under  or  Assistant  secretaries 
can  influence  cooperative  extension  programs. 

-  Policy  and  program  decisions  at  USDA  are  mainly  economic  choices. 
Dojii^ngrading  the  chief  economist  as  proposed  would  be  poor  way  to 
enhance  decisions  dependent  on  economic  analysis. 

-  Finally,  I  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  look  objectively  at  moving  the 
Forest  Service  to  Interior.  This  is  a  question  of  general 
government  organization,  not  of  USDA  reorganization.  The  Forest 
Service  either  marches  to  its  own  drummer,  or  responds  to  the 
public  lands  and  resources  policies  of  Interior.  It  should  be 
located  there,  improving  both  Interior  and  Agriculture. 

I  trust  that  these  suggestions  will  be  considered  in  the  spirit  they 
are  made.  I  regret  I  cannot  appear  in  person  to  discuss  reorganization 
issues  with  the  Subcommittee. 
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FRroAY  APRIL  23,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Department 

Operations  and  Nutrition, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Ames,  lA. 
The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.m.,  in  the  Me- 
morial Union  Hall,  Iowa  State  University,  Ames,  lA,  Hon.  Charles 
W.  Stenholm  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Also  present:  Representatives  Peterson  and  Nussle,  members  of 
the  committee,  and  Representatives  Lightfoot  and  Smith  of  Iowa. 
Staff  present:  Stan  Ray  and  Perri  D'Armond. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  W.  STENHOLM,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Today,  the  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 
Subcommittee  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  continues  our 
review  of  the  structure  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
the  subsequent  impact  on  this  structure  and  proposed  changes  on 
the  American  farmer,  the  consumer,  and  the  taxpayer.  It's  an  ongo- 
ing effort  to  ensure  a  more  efficient  and  effective  organization 
while  improving  on  services  to  those  that  we're  designed  to  serve. 

The  Department  has  been  criticized  on  a  number  of  fronts,  from 
its  field  office  structure  and  multidepartmental  jurisdictions  to  the 
adequacy  of  services  and  the  required  paperwork.  If  USDA  is  going 
to  effectively  carry  out  its  modem  day  responsibilities,  we  must  be 
able  and  willing  to  adjust  the  structure,  the  mentality  and  the 
mandate  of  the  current  system  as  the  need  arises.  When  people 
talk  about  the  need  to  streamline  USDA,  many  think  in  terms  of 
the  Department's  production  agricultural  function.  But  as  most  of 
us  in  this  room  know,  USDA  is  involved  in  many  nonfarm  activities 
which  demand  more  of  its  resources  than  does  agriculture.  It  is  my 
hope  that  we  can  leave  no  stone  unturned  and  no  reasonable  option 
unconsidered  as  we  begin  the  process  of  addressing  this  issue. 

Let  me  also  be  the  first  to  recognize  that  virtually  all  USDA  pro- 
grams, and  to  a  large  extent  how  and  where  they  are  administered, 
are  creatures  of  Congress.  We  are  the  ones  who,  over  the  years, 
have  written  £ind  passed  the  statutory  language  by  which  the  bu- 
reaucracy is  directed.  It  is  our  responsibility  to  actively  participate 
in  reviewing  and  developing  the  means  by  which  improvements  can 
and  must  be  made. 
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It  is  my  understanding  that  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Mike  Espy 
is  still  in  the  process  of  putting  together  his  initial  proposals.  This 
subcommittee  can  best  serve  that  effort  by  receiving  guidance  by 
those  of  you  here  today  and  others,  and  by  actively  pursuing  our 
oversight  and  legislative  responsibilities  cooperatively  with  Sec- 
retary Espy  as  this  process  moves  forward. 

I  would  also  like  to  recognize — and  before  we  begin  testimony 
and  before  recognizing  my  other  colleagues — the  presence  today  of 
Ron  Blackley  and  Cindy  Shealy  from  Secretary  Esp^s  office.  We 
appreciate  you  being  here  and  understand  that  this  afternoon,  you 
will  also  be  conducting  a  townhall  meeting  and  further  pursuing 
some  of  the  statements  that  will  have  been  stated  here  this  morn- 
ing. And  again,  I  repeat  my  thanks  to  you  for  being  here  and  my 
sincere  belief  and  appreciation  of  the  cooperation  that  our  sub- 
committee has  had  with  Secretary  Espy's  entire  staff  as  we  begin 
the  process  of  making  the  changes  that  are  necessary  today. 

With  those  remarks,  I  would  now  recognize  our  host  today,  Mr, 
Lightfoot.  I  appreciate  very  much  you  issuing  this  Member  from 
Texas  a  green  card  to  temporarily  come  into  your  district  with  safe 
passage  today,  Jim. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JIM  LIGHTFOOT,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Charlie.  It  expires  at  midnight,  but 
if  you  need  it  renewed,  we  will  work  on  it.  [Laughter.] 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  have  this  hearing  today  and  to 
you,  Charlie,  for  bringing  the  hearing  here.  Even  though  we  are  of 
opposite  political  face,  we  have  been  friends  for  a  number  of  years 
and  also  have  something  in  common.  My  wife  also  happens  to  be 
a  Texan,  so  we  swap  a  few  Texas  stories  from  time  to  time. 

I  think  the  importance  of  the  hearing  today  is  underscored  by  the 
fact  that  we  are  seeing  a  lot  of  changes  take  place  in  Government. 
In  particular,  Mr.  Smith  and  I  serve  on  the  Appropriations  Com- 
mittee and  there  is  a  lot  of  pressure  being  put  on  to  get  more  bang 
for  the  buck,  which  is  smart — there  is  nothing  wrong  with  that  ap- 
proach. But  I  think  we  are  going  to  find  less  dollars  to  work  with 
and  therefore,  we  have  to  be  sure  that  we  use  those  dollars  in  the 
most  efficient  manner  that  we  possibly  can. 

As  we  look  at  agriculture  in  general,  and  one  of  my  pet  peeves 
for  years,  even  when  I  was  in  the  farm  broadcasting  business,  is 
I  think  agriculture  gets  a  bum  rub  in  terms  of  when  we  talk  about 
the  USDA  budget,  the  big  city  newspapers  in  the  East  fail  to  tell 
their  readers  that  over  half  of  that  money  goes  for  the  purchase  of 
food  stamps.  And  I  think  we  have  a  perception  problem  that  we 
have  to  fight  as  well. 

But  as  we  see  the  role  changing,  as  we  see  agriculture  changing, 
it  is,  I  think,  always  a  good  idea  to  review  your  processes  and  your 
procedures  and  see  if  you  can  make  them  more  efficient,  more  user 
friendly  in  terms  of  farmers  and  people  that  have  to  use  those  serv- 
ices, and  hopefully  in  the  process  we  will  be  able  to  come  up  with 
some  reorganization  that  will  make  USDA  leaner  and  meaner  in 
terms  of  getting  more  for  the  money  that  goes  into  it,  and  at  the 
same  time  suffer  no  detriment  of  service  to  farmers.  That  to  me 
has  to  be  the  key  issue  as  we  go  through  this  whole  reorganization 
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idea.  Are  we  serving  the  farmers  who  are  involved  in  the  programs 
by  choice  or  by  necessity,  and  doing  it  in  an  adequate  fashion?  I 
know  that  Charlie  Stenholm  has  that  as  one  of  his  prime  interests 
as  well,  from  past  conversations,  that  if  we  are  going  to  do  some- 
thing like  this,  we  want  to  do  it  right. 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  all  of  you  for  coming  today  because 
your  input  is  what  makes  it  work,  that  is  what  makes  our  Govern- 
ment different  than  any  other  in  the  world.  It  still  is  responsive  to 
the  people,  providing  that  the  people  get  involved.  And  we  see  that 
involvement  here  today. 

And  Charlie,  thanks  so  much.  Welcome  to  Iowa  and  we  will  try 
and  feed  you  some  good  Iowa  products  before  you  leave  the  State 
and  go  back  to  Texas  where  they  kill  armadillos  or  whatever. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you  very  much,  Jim. 

Now  Mr.  Smith,  thank  you  for  being  here  today.  We  have  always 
appreciated  your  input  and  active  involvement  with  the  House  ^- 
riculture  Committee  for  all  the  years  I  have  known  you.  We  are  de- 
lighted to  be  here,  and  we  recognize  you. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  NEAL  SMITH,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  want  to  congratulate  you  for 
holding  these  field  hearings  because  this  is  an  important  subject 
and  some  people  do  not  realize  it  but  it  is  a  little  further  between 
county  offices  in  Montana  or  Iowa  than  it  is  in  Rhode  Island.  And 
so  you  need  to  get  out  where  the  people  are.  And  there  is  a  dif- 
ference in  the  volume  of  business  done  too.  And  so  I  just  want  to 
congratulate  you  for  being  here  and  am  glad  I  can  be  here,  at  least 
this  morning. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Nussle. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JIM  NUSSLE,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  NusSLE.  First,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  chairman  and  I 
would  like  to  welcome  my  colleagues  from  the  always  important, 
powerful  Appropriations  Committee  to  the  sometimes  powerful  Ag- 
riculture Committee  for  this  hearing.  We  would  also  like  to  wel- 
come our  friends  from  Texas  and  Minnesota  here  as  well  as  the 
number  of  folks  that  followed  them,  from  my  understanding — wel- 
come to  Iowa. 

I  would  like  to  commend  the  chairman  for  the  role  that  he  has 
played,  together  with  Congressman  Pat  Roberts,  as  they  have  gone 
around  the  country,  holding  these  types  of  hearings.  This  is  only 
the  next  one  in  a  series  of  many  hearings  that  have  been  held  with 
regard  to  reorganization  of  USDA,  taking  comments  from  farmers, 
agribusiness,  ag  organizations,  et  cetera.  I  think  it  is  good  that  we 
have  the  opportunity  to  do  it  right  here  in  America's  heartland. 

The  issue  of  reforming  Grovemment  is  near  and  dear  to  my  heart. 
It  is  an  issue  that  I  believe  is  not  only  important,  but  crucial  to 
the  future  and  the  accountability  and  productivity  of  Grovemment, 
a  Government  that  actually  does  in  fact  work  for  the  people.  And 
that  is  really  what  we  are  here  for  today,  that  is  really  the  issue 
that  is  involved.  We  are  here  to  discuss  whether  the  huge  and  com- 
plex arm  of  the  Grovemment  that  was  defined  back  in  the  1930's, 


142 

known  as  the  USDA,  is  actually  working  for  the  people.  And  we  are 
here  to  discuss  whether  the  American  farmer,  the  American 
consumer,  and  for  that  matter,  the  American  taxpayer,  are  well- 
served  by  a  bureaucracy  that  is  basically  put  into  place  to  serve 
them. 

I  am  encouraged  that  this  subcommittee  chose  the  State  of  Iowa 
as  a  hearing  site.  By  holding  the  hearing  in  Iowa,  which  ranks  as 
No.  1  for  com  and  No.  1  for  hog  production,  Members  of  Congress 
will  get  to  hear  what  I  get  to  hear  all  the  time  from  Iowa's  farm- 
ers— ^that  the  USDA  is  a  bureaucratic  jungle. 

What  does  that  mean?  Well  they  tell  me  it  means  too  much  pa- 
perwork, too  many  regulations,  too  many  headaches,  and  some- 
thing has  to  change. 

I  think  we  are  making  progress,  however.  I  am  encouraged  that 
Secretary  Espy  has  made  USDA  reorganization  one  of  his  top  prior- 
ities. I  am  pleased  that  he  has  expressed  a  willingness  to  start  in 
Washington  first,  to  streamline  headquarters  in  Washington  first, 
and  not  just  go  out  here  to  the  field  for  reorganization  purposes. 

However,  I  believe  that  any  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture,  whether  the  process  starts  in  Washington  or 
whether  it  starts  at  the  field  level,  must  be  directed  and  guided  by 
principles  that  allow  USDA  to  frame  a  long-range  plan  that  will 
guide  and  allow  Congress  and  the  USDA  to  evaluate  the  Govern- 
ment's role  in  agriculture  and  how  to  better  serve  the  American 
farmer,  the  consumers,  and  of  course  the  American  taxpayers  into 
the  21st  century. 

First,  I  think  we  need  to  start  with  a  couple  of  principles.  The 
first  one  I  always  start  with  is  that  I  think  USDA  services  need 
to  be  more  farmer  friendly.  In  Washington,  it  is  easy  to  talk  about 
the  need  to  improve  USDA  services  and  to  show  charts,  figures, 
graphs,  and  things  like  that,  but  in  Iowa,  it  is  the  farmers  who 
deal  with  USDA,  that  is  where  the  rubber  really  hits  the  road. 
They  understand  what  it  means  to  fill  out  forms  at  the  ASCS  office 
and  then  walk  next  door  to  the  SCS  office  and  find  out  they  do  not 
have  the  same  computer  software  or  even  the  same  computer  hard- 
ware. And  it  is  the  farmers  that  understand  that  when  we  write 
a  700-page  farm  bill,  that  that  means  thousands  and  thousands  of 
regulations  that  will  be  printed  as  a  result.  I  might  point  out  that 
I  think  15  years  ago,  the  farm  bill  was  only  25  pages  long. 

USDA  reorganization  must  also  be  accompanied  I  think,  second, 
with  a  willingness  on  Congress'  part  to  reduce  the  amount  of  regu- 
lations we  require  USDA  to  write.  On  the  one  hand,  we  keep  de- 
manding USDA  to  streamline  and  consolidate,  and  yet  on  the 
other,  we  pass  more  laws,  require  more  regulations  and  require 
more  agencies  to  basically  hire  more  people  to  keep  up  with  their 
own  paperwork  that  we  require  from  Congress.  This  is  part  of  the 
reason  Congress  is  part  of  the  culprit  in  creating  this  massive  bu- 
reaucracy. If  I  remember  correctly,  USDA  is  the  fourth  largest 
agency  in  the  Federal  Government  and  if  it  was  a  corporation, 
would  rank  I  think  No.  4  in  the  country  behind  companies  like  GM, 
Exxon,  and  General  Motors — in  short,  it  is  just  a  monster. 

Moreover,  the  USDA  reorganization  plan  I  think  should  be  ac- 
companied with  fiscal  considerations.  That  does  not  mean  the  reor- 
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ganization  process  should  be  guided  solely  by  this,  as  Congressmen 
Lightfoot  and  Smith  both  pointed  out  correctly. 

We  do  have  a  large  budget  deficit.  The  principle  should  be  in 
helping  to  reduce  the  size  but  obviously  it  should  not  be  done  with 
a  meat  ax.  I  think  that  reorganization  will  in  fact  get  to  that  point 
where  we  do  have  an  efficient  Grovemment  and  more  efficient 
spending  practices. 

So  I  urge  USDA  and  I  also  urge  the  Congress  to  develop  a  long- 
range  plan,  taking  in  the  considerations  that  we  hear  today.  Iowa's 
agricultural  groups,  many  of  them  represented  here  today,  are  al- 
ready starting  the  process  of  how  the  farm  bill  in  1995  can  be  more 
farmer  frien(fly.  I  encourage  them  to  continue  that  process  and  I 
thank  the  chairman  and  the  other  Members  for  their  coming  to 
Iowa  to  listen  to  this  testimony  here  today. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Peterson. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  COLLIN  C.  PETERSON,  A  REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MIN- 
NESOTA 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  too  want  to  com- 
mend you  for  holding  these  hearings  and  focusing  on  this  issue.  I 
want  to  also  commend  the  new  Secretary,  I  think  he  is  providing 
some  leadership  in  this  area  and  is  focusing  on  the  right  kinds  of 
issues  over  at  the  Department.  Although  I  will  have  to  say  that  he 
has  quite  a  job  on  his  hands.  I  represent  the  district  that  used  to 
be  represented  by  former  Secretary  Bob  Bergland,  who  went  to 
Washington  in  1977  and  was  going  to  straighten  out  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture.  And  he  found  out  what  I  think  Secretary  Espy 
is  finding  out,  that  it  is  a  difficult  situation. 

Yesterday  morning,  we  held  a  hearing  in  Washington  in  the  Gov- 
ernment Operations  Committee  focusing  on  this  issue  as  well.  I 
serve — in  addition  to  serving  on  the  Ag  Committee,  I  serve  on  the 
Government  Operations  Committee,  which  has  oversight  over  all 
the  Departments  of  Government,  and  we  are  the  committee  that 
works  with  the  inspector  generals,  we  work  with  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office,  and  what  I  am  going  to  talk  about  here  is  probably 
going  to  put  you  to  sleep  and  make  your  eyes  glaze  over,  but  I 
think  it  needs  to  be  said  and  people  need  to  understand  some  of 
what  the  problem  is  in  fixing  these  Departments  of  Government. 

I  grew  up  on  a  farm  and  I  farmed  for  awhile,  but  I  ended  up 
being  a  CPA  before  I  came  to  Congress,  and  so  it  kind  of  seems  like 
I  am  drifting  off  into  this  area,  but  one  thing  that  people  do  not 
realize  is  that  none  ot  our  Departments  of  GrOvemment  in  Washing- 
ton have  an  accounting  system.  None  of  them  have  any  financial 
statements  that  can  be  read  and  there  is  no  way  that  anybody  can 
measure  any  of  the  performance  of  government  in  Washington. 

One  of  the  problems  is,  for  people  like  Secretary  Espy  and  others 
trying  to  reform  these  agencies  is  that  there  is  no  way  to  measure 
what  is  going  on  and  be  able  to  tell  whether  they  are  being  efficient 
or  not. 

Now  in  1989,  the  Government  Operations  Committee  passed  the 
Chief  Financial  Officer  Act,  which  requires  that  every  Agency  of 
Government  hire  a  chief  financial  officer,  who  will  be  a  CPA,  who 
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will  have  the  background  to  put  in  an  accounting  system  and  to 
put  in  financial  statement  reporting  requirements  so  that  we  can 
tell  what  is  going  on  in  these  agencies.  To  date,  none  of  the  Depart- 
ments— well  that  is  not  true  at  this  point — but  since  then  basically 
none  of  the  Departments  have  appointed  anybody  in  these  CFO  po- 
sitions. If  they  did  appoint  anybody,  they  appointed  somebody  who 
was  hostile  towards  the  concept.  For  example,  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture,  which  we  are  focusing  on  today,  they  appointed 
somebody  from  the  Administration  Department,  who  was  not  a 
CPA,  who  was  really  not — did  not  meet  any  of  the  criteria  and  did 
not  want  to  implement  the  CFO  Act.  Now  one  of  the  things  that 
I  am  encouraged  about  is  that  Secretary  Espy,  last  week,  appointed 
a  CFO  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  that  person  is  a  CPA. 
And  so  I  think  we  are  making  some  progress. 

But  we  heard  from  the  General  Accounting  Office  yesterday. 
There  is  a  blue  book,  this  is  just  a  copy  of  it,  that  you  can  get,  if 
you  want  to,  from  your  Member  of  Congress  or  write  to  my  office. 
They  have  studied  the  USDA  and  they  have  this  report  that  rec- 
ommends that  it  be  overhauled  at  the  Washington  level.  I  do  not 
necessarily  agree  with  everything  that  is  in  this  report,  but  I  think 
there  is  lots  of  good  information  that  folks  ought  to  be  looking  at. 
I  just  wanted  to  say  that  we  are  going  to,  in  our  committee,  going 
to  try  to  work  with  you,  Charlie,  and  with  the  Department  to  try 
to  get  at  some  of  these  underlying  issues,  because  if  we  do  not  put 
in  accounting  systems,  if  we  do  not  put  in  information  systems  that 
we  can  find  out  what  is  going  on  within  these  agencies,  we  are 
never  going  to  get  any  place  in  making  these  agencies  responsive 
and  streamlined,  and  we  are  just  kidding  ourselves.  I  think  one  of 
the  reasons  that  nothing  has  happened  in  all  this  talk  about  get- 
ting rid  of  fraud  and  abuse  and  getting  things  more  efficient  in 
Government  is  that  we  have  not  had  the  kind  of  tools  that  we  need 
within  these  agencies  to  figure  out  what  is  going  on  and  figure  out 
how  to  fix  it. 

And  so  we  look  forward  to  working,  not  only  on  this  committee 
but  on  the  Government  Operations  Committee,  and  hopefully  we 
can  make  the  Department  more  farmer  friendly,  we  can  save  some 
money  and  we  can  just  make  the  whole  situation  better  for  every- 
body in  the  country. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  A  couple  of  other  opening  statements  from  my- 
self. To  those  of  you  that  have  asked  the  individual  Members 
whether  there  will  be  any  other  opportunity  to  present  statements 
other  than  those  who  are  the  official  witnesses;  it  is  always  my  in- 
tent to  allow  some  additional  statements  at  the  end,  time  permit- 
ting. We  need  to  be  out  of  this  room,  I  am  told,  somewhere  shortly 
after  1  o'clock,  but  time  permitting,  we  will  allow  those  of  you  who 
have  other  statements  at  the  end  of  the  session  to  give  them.  Cer- 
tainly, we  will  accept  any  and  all  statements  today  from  anyone 
who  has  any  ideas  or  observations  along  the  line  of  this  particular 
hearing. 

Following  up,  I  also  would  say,  Collin,  that  hopefully — and  you 
said  it  very  well — ^that  one  of  the  reasons  why  this  effort  this  time, 
this  year  in  the  103d  Congress,  may  succeed  where  previous  efforts 
have  failed  is  the  fact  that  this  time  we  are  having  not  only  able 
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leadership  at  the  top  from  Secretary  Espy,  but  we  also  have  the 
complete  charge  from  Chairman  de  la  Garza,  the  chairman  of  the 
full  House  Agriculture  Committee,  to  this  subcommittee,  to  work 
diligently  to  bring  about  some  of  these  constructive  changes.  And 
as  you  have  already  heard  from  the  other  committee,  the  Grovem- 
ment  Operations  Committee,  and  Collin  serves  on  that  committee, 
so  we  are  going  to  have  the  excellent  cooperation  between  the  com- 
mittees to  avoid  some  of  the  turf  fights  that  often  occur  that  are 
not  really  productive  to  the  end  result. 

So  my  final  statement  to  all  of  you  assembled  here  today  is  we 
are  dedicated  to  seeing  that  we  can  make  some  improvements  in 
the  area  of  the  operation  of  USDA,  as  well  as  the  entire  review  of 
the  farm  program  and  the  feeding  programs,  the  nutrition  pro- 
grams— we  recognize  we  are  at  a  crossroad  in  agriculture.  We  can- 
not keep  going  in  the  same  direction  we  have  been  going.  We  have 
to  make  changes,  and  hopefully  those  changes  will  be  for  the  posi- 
tive. 

For  the  record,  five  Members  of  Congress  have  made  their  open- 
ing statements  in  21  minutes,  that  means  that  we  have  managed 
to  stay  within  the  5-minute  rule.  We  would  hope  that  all  others 
who  will  be  testifying  today  will  chose  not  to  be  embarrassed  by 
having  a  Member  of  Congress  talk  less  than  you  do.  [Laughter.] 

We  are  not  going  to  hold  you  absolutely  to  the  5-minute  rule,  but 
if  you  go  to  pushing  10  minutes,  you  are  going  to  push  your  luck. 
We  want  to  hear  from  you,  we  do  not  want  you  to  be  under  pres- 
sure, we  have  enough  time  hopefully  to  allow  some  questions  also. 
So  with  that,  I  call  the  first  panel.  Panel  1,  which  is  really  panel 
2,  we  are  switching  it  around.  Don  Drenth,  Mark  Willers,  Harvey 
Joe  Sanner,  Curt  Rohland,  Carl  King,  John  Morrison,  and  Merlin 
Plagge.  If  you  all  would  take  you  places  at  the  table. 

Our  first  witness,  Mr.  Don  Drenth,  farmer  and  Iowa  State  presi- 
dent of  the  National  Fsirmers  Organization. 

STATEMENT  OF  DON  J.  DRENTH,  PRESmENT,  IOWA  NATIONAL 
FARMERS  ORGANIZATION 

Mr.  Drenth.  My  name  is  Don  Drenth  from  northeast  Iowa.  I 
have  a  dairy  herd,  farm  400  acres  of  com,  soybeans,  and  hay.  I  am 
very  honored  to  be  in  front  of  our  leadership  of  our  country  today, 
and  on  behalf  of  the  National  Farmers  Organization,  I  want  to  ex- 
press our  appreciation  to  the  chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
committee for  holding  this  hearing. 

Before  we  discuss  local  office  closings,  consolidating  services  be- 
tween USDA  agencies,  et  cetera,  we  feel  it  is  extremely  important 
that  we  review  some  of  the  services  and  purposes  of  the  USDA 
county  office  delivery  system. 

While  they  are  voluntary,  farm  programs  today  have  almost  be- 
come a  necessity  for  farmers.  There  are  less  farmers  today;  how- 
ever, a  much  higher  percentage  of  them  participate  in  farm  pro- 
grams. Prior  to  the  target  price  concept  and  income  support  pay- 
ments, participation  in  the  Com  Belt  would  be  25  to  30  percent 
compared  to  75  to  80  percent  today. 

Under  current  policies,  loan  rates  have  been  lowered,  thereby 
lowering  market  prices,  which  make  most  producers  dependent  on 
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farm  program  deficiency  payments.  Requirements  for  participation 
in  the  various  programs  have  also  become  very  complex. 

The  convenience  and  availability  of  USDA  services  at  the  farm 
level  is  of  vital  importance  to  the  agricultural  producers.  Service  to 
producers  should  be  a  No.  1  priority  of  any  reorganization  of  the 
USDA. 

The  USDA  has  already  done  a  good  job  in  providing  one-stop 
service  concept  for  farmers.  Of  the  3,000  counties  that  ASCS  pro- 
vides service  to,  87  percent  of  them  are  collocated  with  FmHA  and 
SCS.  And  in  my  district,  where  there  are  15  counties,  13  of  them 
are  already  collocated,  the  ASCS  office  is  collocated  with  the  SCS 
and  the  FmHA. 

I  am  not  sure  the  elimination  of  individual  farm-service  agencies 
into  one  large  agency  would  create  any  real  advantages.  Currently, 
each  of  the  respective  agencies'  personnel  is  trained  and  specialized 
in  different  areas.  Most  of  the  advantages  of  sharing  the  adminis- 
trative resource  materials,  such  as  individual  farm  records,  acreage 
reports,  office  equipment,  or  support  personnel  could  be  accom- 
plished through  sharing  arrangements  between  the  agencies.  Be- 
cause most  of  the  agencies  are  already  collocated,  modernizing  com- 
puter and  communications  systems  would  also  be  very  feasible. 
And  I  noted  that  Mr.  Nussle  mentioned  this  briefly,  and  I  have  also 
found  out  that  in  my  local  office,  the  SCS  has  their  computer  sys- 
tem and  the  ASCS  right  next  door  has  their  computer  system  and 
they  are  not  linked. 

Undoubtedly,  some  county  office  locations  could  hire  part-time 
staff  as  opposed  to  full-time  staff,  but  closing  county  offices  and 
consolidating  more  personnel  into  larger  offices  might  not  be  as 
cost  effective  as  one  might  think,  since  90  percent  of  the  adminis- 
trative costs  of  operating  USDA's  field  delivery  system  are  person- 
nel costs. 

A  farmer-elected  county  committee  system  has  been  the  key  to 
the  success  of  the  administration  of  farm  programs.  Because  of 
their  knowledge  and  familiarity  with  local  needs  and  conditions, 
programs  that  would  otherwise  be  almost  impossible  to  administer 
can  be  adapted  to  local  conditions  by  the  county  committee  within 
set  guidelines. 

Because  agricultural  production  varies  greatly  from  one  part  of 
the  country  to  the  next,  it  is  critical  that  local  county  committees 
be  used  in  all  agricultural  counties.  I  might  add  that  much  of  the 
local  authority  and  discretion  has  been  removed  from  these  com- 
mittees in  recent  years.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  granting 
more  authority  to  the  local  committees,  so  that  they  can  make  com- 
mon sense  decisions.  I  would  like  to  add  that  if  you  tie  the  commit- 
tee's hands,  it  really  restrains  them  from  making  those  common 
sense  decisions. 

It  appears  to  many  of  us,  that  to  be  fair,  those  that  wish  to 
streamline  USDA  should  include  all  USDA  offices  as  well  as  in 
Washington,  DC.  We  are  very  pleased  with  Secretary  Espy's  com- 
mitment to  begin  reorganization  of  USDA  at  the  top.  We  certainly 
hope  that  he  sticks  to  this  commitment. 

In  summary,  we  feel  the  biggest  cost  savings  and  improved  serv- 
ice to  farmers  can  be  achieved  by  reducing  program  complexity  and 
cutting  paperwork. 
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And  again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity.  I  think 
I  was  within  5  minutes.  I  would  like  to  answer  any  questions  you 
may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Drenth  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  will  quiz  all  of  you  together.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Drenth. 

Mr.  Willers. 

STATEMENT  OF  MARK  A.  WILLERS,  MEMBER,  MINNESOTA 
FARMERS  UNION,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NATIONAL  FARMERS 
UNION 

Mr.  Willers.  Thank  you  and  good  morning.  My  name  is  Mark 
Willers,  I  am  a  farmer  from  Beaver  Creek,  Minnesota.  On  the 
1,100  acres  that  I  farm,  we  raise  com,  soybeans,  beef,  and  hogs.  I 
am  also  a  member  of  the  ASCS  committee  and  the  Rock  County  ex- 
tension board.  Today,  I  am  presenting  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
National  Farmers  Union.  And  from  the  250,000  family  farm  mem- 
bers of  the  organization. 

The  National  Farmers  Union  would  extend  appreciation  to  you. 
Chairman  Stenholm,  for  bringing  this  meeting  out  here. 

It  is  not  known  how  much  the  closing  would  affect  the  overall 
economic  picture  through  loss  of  travel  time,  production,  expense 
farmers  would  have  to  go  through;  nor  has  there  been  any  analysis 
of  loss  of  business  by  local  merchants  as  these  farmers  travel  to 
new  locations.  The  USDA's  review  found  that  there  are  approxi- 
mately 14,000  field  offices,  half  of  these  deliver  farm  services  at  the 
county  level  and  these  are  the  services  that  were  reviewed  by  the 
past  administration. 

The  cost  of  these  field  offices  used  six  criteria  to  determine  the 
need  that  the  offices  were  open  and  included  the  delivery  cost — in 
our  county,  we  spend  less  than  2  cents  for  every  dollar  that  is  put 
out  of  our  office.  The  No.  2  criteria  was  the  producers  served — our 
number  of  producers  served  is  not  going  down  as  fast  as  the  num- 
ber of  farm  units  in  our  farm  due  mainly  because  of  the  hesdth  in- 
surance costs,  because  in  Minnesota  it  costs  less  to  start  a  corpora- 
tion so  that  you  can  write  off"  the  other  75  percent  of  your  medical 
insurance  premium,  than  it  does  to  just  have  that  25  percent  and 
pay  the  $600  to  start  a  corporation.  And  this  is  creating  much  more 
paperwork  in  our  office.  No.  3  is  the  complexity  of  the  programs; 
No.  4  is  the  geographic  service  area,  which  is  very  important  this 
year  because  every  farm  that  was  involved  in  the  disaster,  our 
grain  program  had  to  be  physically  inspected.  No.  5  was  collocation 
and  No.  6  was  intensity  of  workload  at  the  office.  This  past  year, 
the  workload  at  our  ASCS  is  .92,  which  means  we  spend  92  hours 
to  do  what  the  normal  office  uses  to  put  100  hours  worth  of  work 
out.  So  anjrthing  under  100  is  very  good.  It  is  interesting  that  5 
years  ago,  we  were  at  .72.  We  have  had  committee  meetings  trsring 
to  figure  out  why  we  are  spending  so  much  more  time  and  we  are 
wondering  if  the  programs  are  so  complicated  that  our  staff*  does 
not  understand  how  to  administrate  them. 

The  National  Farmers  Union  believes  that  the  criteria  for  select- 
ing the  offices  for  closure  were  flawed.  The  first  and  second  criteria 
did  not  take  into  account  the  potential  program  size  or  the  number 
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of  farmers  per  client  per  office,  such  as  the  wetlands  issue  and  this 
year  with  reserve  com.  Likewise,  the  number  of  FmHA  borrowers 
might  not  reflect  the  future  potential  use  of  the  agency's  programs 
as  a  result  of  older  farmers  retiring  and  the  implementation  of  the 
beginning  farmer  program. 

I  would  like  to  also  make  a  point  there  that  I  am  also  on  our 
bank  committee  reviewing  rural  needs  and  this  last  year  when  dis- 
aster checks  were  sent  out  last  fall,  then  during  January  and  Feb- 
ruary, those  loans  are  being  restructured  due  to  the  disaster.  We 
did  not  find  out  until  March  that  half  of  the  disaster  check  was 
going  to  be  deducted  from  the  deficiency  check.  So  even  though 
their  loans  are  restructured,  when  they  went  into  spring,  their  cash 
flow  was  already  in  the  red. 

Local  field  office  personnel  again  proved  essential  last  spring 
when  both  the  farm  program  and  the  disaster  program  sign-up 
were  at  the  same  time  period.  I  would  also  like  to  state  that  we 
have  just  received  notice  on  Monday  that  the  SCS  and  Extension 
are  supposed  to  help  fill  out  the  new  disaster  forms,  that  was  just 
announced.  These  people  have  never  seen  these  forms  and  have 
never  been  trained  to  do  this. 

I  think  a  significant  savings  could  be  gained  without  closing  of- 
fices by  regulations  being  simplified.  An  example,  this  past  year  we 
had  a  swampbuster  problem  in  our  county.  SCS  looks  at  each  farm 
every  year  to  see  what  has  happened,  and  once  the  swampbuster 
bill  has  been  broken,  SCS  is  thrown  out  of  the  picture  and  Game, 
Fish,  and  Parks  is  brought  in.  It  took  us  three  AJSCS  meetings  just 
to  bring  Game,  Fish,  and  Parks  up  to  speed  of  what  had  happened, 
and  the  first  thing  that  happens  of  course  is  the  farmers'  FmHA 
loan  is  called  due,  payable  immediately.  After  we  explained  to 
Game,  Fish,  and  Parks  what  happened,  they  very  unpolitely  told 
the  ASCS  committee  to  get  lost  because  they  are  now  in  charge.  We 
did  not  let  that  happen,  the  fine  was  over  $3,000  per  half  acre. 

We  are  also  seeing  that  the  complexity  of  the  farm  programs  are 
now  forcing  farmers  to  leave.  In  our  office,  farmers  who  are  55 
years  and  older  are  definitely  renting  their  land  out  for  cash  or 
shares  because  they  are  scared  to  fill  out  the  forms  and  have  some- 
thing wrong.  We  see  that  very  much  in  our  office. 

We  ask  in  your  deliberations  to  look  at  the  maintenance  of  the 
local  farm-elected  county  committee  structure,  which  has  been  a 
strong  point  in  the  continued  operation  of  USDA.  County  commit- 
tees have  been  very  effective  in  administrating  our  programs. 
There  is  accountability  with  our  office  because  an  ASCS  committee 
also  has  the  power  to  hire  and  fire  local  people.  If  we  join  with  SCS 
and  others,  SCS  employees  are  civil  servants  and  that  accountabil- 
ity will  be  lost. 

To  quote  National  Farmers  Union  president  Leland  Swenson, 
"The  county  office  is  the  personification  of  the  Federal  Grovernment 
at  the  local  level.  USDA  is  the  people's  agency.  It  is  not  a  bunch 
of  faceless  bureaucrats."  At  almost  every  meeting  I  attend,  I  am 
personally  asked,  "Mark,  what  is  the  next  rule  that  I  need  to  build 
into  my  farm  this  spring  so  I  do  not  get  in  trouble." 

Before  any  field  offices  are  closed,  we  must  insist  that  USDA  in 
Washington,  DC  and  its  bureaucracy  be  placed  under  the  same  mi- 
croscope as  the  field  offices  which  provide  direct  access  to  farmers. 
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We  should  not  overlook  the  fact  that  of  the  approximate  150,000 
USDA  employees,  only  20  percent  are  located  in  field  offices,  40 
percent  are  in  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  20  percent  occupy  offices 
in  Washington,  DC. 

To  summarize,  the  National  Farmers  Union  strongly  supports 
continuation  of  the  autonomous,  well-trained  county  committee  sys- 
tem. 

We  oppose  the  use  of  arbitrary  measures  of  the  value  of  any  of- 
fice, such  as  comparisons  of  overhead  and  dollars  paid. 

As  a  result  of  depleted  administration  funds,  I  would  like  to 
bring  up  a  serious  concern  unfolding.  Our  operating  budget  for 
ASCS  offices  in  Minnesota  will  be  gone  this  summer  before  the  end 
of  the  fiscal  year.  We  are  going  to  close  all  ASCS  offices  in  Min- 
nesota 4  to  6  weeks  before  September  30.  We  are  not  informing  any 
new  producers  of  the  new  disaster  program,  nor  are  we  mailing  any 
information  about  the  guidelines  of  the  1993  farm  program  to 
them.  We  do  not  have  any  personnel  that  can  go  out  and  inspect 
grain  so  that  they  can  put  it  in  the  Reserve  either.  The  irony  of 
this  is  that  this  very  week  I  am  breaking  ground  on  a  new  ASCS 
office.  Our  grand  opening  date  is  for  the  middle  of  August  or  the 
first  of  September,  and  at  that  point,  we  will  have  no  staff  to  put 
in  it. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Willers  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Sanner. 

STATEMENT  OF  HARVEY  JOE  SANNER,  EXECUTIVE  VICE 
PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE  MOVEMENT,  INC. 

Mr.  Sanner.  Thank  you.  It  is  good  to  be  here  this  morning.  I  ap- 
preciate you  being  here  and  especially  in  conjunction  with  Farm 
Aid. 

I  am  Harvey  Joe  Sanner,  I  am  a  rice  and  soybean  farmer  from 
Des  Arc,  Arkansas  and  I  am  currently  serving  as  executive  vice 
president  of  the  American  Agriculture  Movement.  I  am  glad  we 
have  some  good  people  on  this  panel  today  to  give  you  some  details 
about  reorganization.  I  am  sure  you  are  going  to  hear  some  excel- 
lent testimony,  so  I  will  probably  just  talk  about  farm  prices.  I 
know  you  expected  it,  Mr.  Stenholm,  when  you  saw  me  come  in 
anyway.  Seriously,  that  is  the  biggest  problem  that  we  have  with 
USDA,  is  price  for  our  products.  We  have  some  1940  vintage  prices 
today  and  1990  production  costs,  and  that  is  the  biggest  problem 
we  have  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  But  anyway,  I  know 
you  are  here  today  to  hear  about  reorgsmization. 

There  is  one  area  that  I  would  like  to  talk  about  that  may  not 
come  up  today,  that  I  think  really  needs  some  serious  restructur- 
ing. And  that  is  the  area  that  develops  the  stats  for  farm  income. 
To  me,  it  is  doing  us  a  real  disservice  in  the  farm  community.  I 
liked  Secretary  Madigan,  he  was  a  nice  fellow.  I  had  a  lot  of  visits 
with  him  when  he  was  the  ranking  minority  leader  on  your  com- 
mittee, and  later  as  Secretary.  But  before  he  left  office,  he  traveled 
this  country  last  year,  touting  $42  billion  net  farm  income.  Now 
Senator  Bob  Kerrey  from  Nebraska  said  that  the  IRS  says  we  have 
around  a  half  a  billion  in  net  farm  income.  That  is  a  pretty  good 
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little  old  contrast.  That  makes  just  about  as  much  sense  as  the 
gentleman  said  here  that  we  build  a  new  building  and  do  not  have 
any  staff  to  put  in  it.  Something  is  wrong  with  the  process  on  farm 
income,  and  it  does  us  all  a  disservice  to  use  these  inflated  figures, 
especially  when  we  need  our  programs  maintained  and  we  need 
them  funded  the  way  they  should  be.  So  I  would  hope  that  we 
could  take  a  look  at  that  area  of  USDA,  and  I  know  it  can  be  done 
in  this  computer  age.  I  believe  we  could  tell  to  the  penny  what  net 
farm  income  is  and  separate  the  off-farm  income  from  the  real  farm 
income.  The  old  argument  of  who  is  a  farmer  and  who  is  not  a 
farmer  has  been  going  on  since  day  one,  but  we  can  do  that  now. 
I  know  that  we  can  have  a  system  that  lets  us  know  the  true  pic- 
ture of  the  production  sector,  and  we  have  not  had  that  in  the  past. 
So  I  would  hope  that  would  be  one  area  that  we  could  really  take 
a  look  at. 

If  you  followed  on  through  it,  or  backed  up  say  to  1982.  In  1982, 
USDA  estimated  we  had  $14  billion  in  net  farm  income.  In  1992, 
they  estimated  we  had  $42  billion.  My  math  is  not  all  that  good, 
but  it  looks  like  to  me — that  would  mean  that  farmers  ought  to  be 
three  times  richer  today  than  they  were  in  1982.  And  I  do  not 
know  about  the  rest  of  these  gentlemen,  but  I  am  not  in  that  cat- 
egory. So  wherever  that  $42  billion  is  that  Mr.  Madigan  spoke 
about,  I  would  like  to  have  my  part  of  it. 

But  the  biggest  problem  that  I  have  with  it — not  only  does  it  do 
us  damage,  those  of  us  that  want  to  see  well-operated  farm  pro- 
grams, it  is  allowing  our  Government  to  exploit  a  sector  just  be- 
cause they  can  do  it.  And  that  is  wrong.  Anybody  that  loves  this 
country  and  thinks  that  we  have  the  greatest  system  of  Govern- 
ment in  the  world,  it  is  really  disturbing  to  see  a  branch  of  that 
Government  use  numbers  to  distort  and  mislead.  I  think  I  said 
somewhere  back  in  this  testimony  that  if  I  had  been  operating 
farm  programs  with  the  mentality  that  they  were  operated  in  the 
1980's,  and  with  the  mentality  being— and  I  remember  some  guy 
saying  it  once — that  we  ought  to  just  export  the  farmers  and  keep 
the  grain;  I  can  see  why  I  would  want  to  mislead  people  and  make 
them  think  these  programs  were  really  rosy. 

So  I  will  not  be  too  long  here  today,  I  would  rather  let  some  of 
these  people  that  have  some  good  information  about  restructuring 
use  up  part  of  my  5  minutes.  But  that  is  one  area  that  I  hope  we 
can  take  a  real  serious  look  at,  this  farm  income  picture.  I  think 
it  is  critical  to  us. 

I  must  say  that  with  the  new  administration  and  with  Secretary 
Espy,  I  am  more  encouraged  about  the  future  of  family  farmers 
than  I  have  been  at  any  time  since  1977,  since  I  have  been  in- 
volved. I  think  he  is  putting  together  an  excellent  staff,  the  re- 
marks he  has  made  up  to  now  have  been  very  encouraging.  He  has 
already  done  five  or  six  things  that  the  transition  team  asked  him 
to  do,  such  as  open  up  the  Farmer-Owned  Reserve,  halting  FmHA 
foreclosures  that  were  not  in  litigation,  work  to  get  an  ethanol  ex- 
emption from  the  Btu  tax.  So  I  think  family  farmers  ought  to  be 
more  encouraged  than  what  most  of  them  are  now,  because  it 
seems  like  very  little  of  the  positive  things  have  leaked  out  to  the 
farm  media  yet. 
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I  am  encouraged  with  Secretary  Espy  and  his  Chief  of  Staff  Ron 
Blackley.  Ron  has  had  extensive  training  in  ASCS  operations,  I 
know  he  understands  the  problems  probably  as  well  as  any  farmer 
here  today.  So  I  think  we  have  a  lot  to  look  forward  to,  I  think  we 
will  have  a  good  team  down  at  USDA  for  you  fellows  to  be  working 
with. 

I  thank  you  so  much  for  being  here  today,  I  think  it  is  very  im- 
portant to  all  of  us. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Sanner  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  King. 

STATEMENT  OF  CARL  L.  KmG,  PRESmENT,  AMERICAN  CORN 
GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  King.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  good  to  be  here  this  morning,  good 
to  see  you  again,  Charlie,  it  has  been  quite  awhile  since  we  have 
testified  before  your  subcommittee.  And  I  see  some  new  faces  up 
there.  I  have  been  around  so  long,  I  do  not  know  whether  these 
gentlemen  are  freshmen  or  I  am  the  new  boy  on  the  block  that  they 
think  I  am.  But  I  have  been  around  quite  awhile,  as  you  know.  It 
does  not  make  me  smarter,  it  just  makes  me  old  and  a  little  wiser 
sometimes. 

I  am  Carl  King  from  Dimmitt,  Texas.  I  am  a  farmer  and  I  am 
president  of  the  American  Com  Growers  Association.  I  appreciate 
this  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  House  Ag  Subcommittee  on 
Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  in  regard  to  the  reorganizing 
of  USDA. 

In  regard  to  that,  I  said  my  blessings  awhile  ago,  Harvey,  to 
what  you  said  and  since  you  and  the  gentlemen  before  me  have 
covered  a  lot — I  think  Mr.  Stenholm  knows  how  I  digress  on  my 
thing — ^you  pretty  well  covered  that,  the  cost  of  raising  loans,  et 
cetera.  So  I  am  going  to  try  to  go  through  it  a  little  faster,  Charlie, 
and  give  somebody  else  some  more  time. 

We  believe  that  the  formation  of  a  Farm  Service  Agency  will  en- 
sure efficient  service  to  agricultural  producers  by  restructuring  the 
delivery  of  farm  programs.  The  concept  of  a  one-stop  service  agency 
will  ensure  a  more  efficient  and  economical  system  of  delivery.  Di- 
rect savings  will  result  from  the  elimination  of  excess  equipment, 
streamlining  preparation  and  maintenance  of  records,  and  reduc- 
tion of  office  space  requirements. 

Any  plan  to  streamline  USDA  agencies  must  include  an  analysis 
of  services  being  provided  by  each  agency  and  consider  the  capabili- 
ties of  each  agency. 

We  feel  that  the  lead  agency  chosen  for  this  Farm  Service  Agency 
must  be  capable  of  providing  client-friendly  service,  efficient  oper- 
ation and  each  employee  must  understand  the  implementation  of 
complex  Grovemment  programs. 

County-based  ASCS  offices  are  administering  the  majority  of  all 
programs  that  will  be  available  at  a  one-stop  service  center.  Each 
ASCS  office  maintains  detailed  records  on  each  farming  operation 
in  their  county  and  so  forth — we  all  know  that.  Legal  descriptions 
of  farms,  records  applicable  to  farm  program  participation,  crop 
history  of  acreage  reported,  and  so  forth. 
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Reorganization  of  USDA  will  ensure  that  farm  programs  are  de- 
livered in  the  most  cost-efficient  manner.  ASCS  has  the  staff  avail- 
able that  is  capable  of  administrating  and  operating  all  programs 
that  will  be  administered  through  the  Farm  Service  Agency.  And 
we  say  that  FmHA  personnel  could  be  utilized  to  provide  assistance 
in  preparing  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  same  agency. 
Support  personnel,  we  could  use  some  more  of  those,  and  technical 
service  can  be  obtained  from  the  current  Soil  Conservation  Service 
staff. 

Utilizing  the  ASCS  staff  of  well  trained,  dedicated  employees 
who  understand  their  duties  as  servants  to  the  Government  and  to 
each  agricultural  producer  will  result  in  an  effective  transition  to 
the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

I  could  go  on  and  on  and  on  about  that,  but  in  short,  we  are  rec- 
ommending at  American  Com  Growers  that  ASCS  be  the  lead 
agency.  We  do  not  think  there  is  any  question  about  it.  Soil  Con- 
servation has  been  around  a  long  time,  but  they  do  not  begin  to 
know  the  details  of  farm  programs  like  ASCS  does.  They  could  ad- 
minister the  crop  insurance  program  currently  serviced  by  FCIC 
and  other  reinsured  companies  could  easily  be  incorporated  in  the 
agency.  No  additional  permanent  employees  would  be  required  and 
as  needed  temporary  employees  could  be  hired  to  perform  crop  ap- 
praisals. 

We  believe  that  administrative  staff  also  could  be  shared  through 
collocations  and  include  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  Should 
a  decision  be  made  to  include  FmHA  loans  under  the  umbrella  of 
the  Farm  Service  Agency,  loan  specialists  can  be  obtained  from  the 
current  FmHA  workforce  right  there  on  hand. 

We  feel  of  course,  as  has  been  brought  out  here,  that  we  have 
too  many  agencies  under  USDA  already,  and  a  small  percent  of 
this  budget  goes  to  agriculture,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out, 
when  you  have  forestry  and  food  stamps  taking  over  half  of  it.  The 
American  people  look  at  a  budget  and  say,  "Well  that  farmer  is  get- 
ting some  more  of  my  tax  money?" 

It  does  not  make  a  drop  in  the  bucket  what  little  target  prices 
we  get  out  of  ASCS  and  does  not  begin  to  pay  your  cost  of  produc- 
tion, not  with  today's  prices  and  with  today's  cheap  prices  we  get 
for  com.  You  know,  we  are  getting  the  same  price  for  com  today 
we  practically  got  40  years  ago  and  a  combine  right  now  will  cost 
you  30  times  as  much  as  it  did  then,  or  a  tractor,  either  one.  So 
it  just  does  not  make  sense  to  go  along— and  I  appreciate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  your  remarks  by  saying  that  we  cannot  go  on  the  route 
we  have  been  going  on,  and  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  because  I  am 
in  complete  accord  with  that. 

We  recommend  to  this  committee  that  the  ASCS  be  the  lead 
agency,  as  I  have  said  before. 

We  feel  we  do  not  need  marketing  loans  either  for  grains — I  will 
throw  that  out.  We  feel  like  the  American  com  growers  hue  and 
cry  has  always  been  for  years  now — and  Charlie  knows  this  better 
than  any  of  you — that  raise  the  loan  and  have  a  supply  manage- 
ment is  the  key  to  getting  prices  up  out  in  the  country.  And  I  think 
anybody  in  these  major  farm  groups,  even  national  groups  that  I 
know  of,  some  of  my  competitors  in  farm  organizations,  have  even 


153 

come  around  to  saying  what  we  are  saying  after  so  many  years  and 
losing  half  a  million  farmers,  they  are  beginning  to  wake  up. 

So  we  feel  we  do  not  need  these  marketing  loans,  all  that  is 
going  to  do  is  mess  up  our  regular  loans  when  they  raise  them.  It 
would  reduce  net  farm  income  if  we  had  them  because  we  want  a 
supply  management  program,  as  I  have  explained. 

The  United  States  sets  the  price  for  the  world  on  feed  grains. 
These  programs  have  to  be  implemented  in  a  way  that  shows  a 
profit  to  the  producer.  By  raising  the  loan,  we  would  eliminate 
many  costs  to  the  Government.  In  regard  to  FmHA  loans,  it  would 
save  money  in  direct  program  spending  by  raising  the  loan  and 
also  show  a  cash  flow  to  the  producer.  As  most  of  you  know  that 
have  been  on  these  strategy  committees,  and  just  being  on  the 
House  Ag  Committee,  period,  if  a  farmer  cannot  show  a  cash  flow 
he  does  not  get  a  loan  either  from  the  bank  or  FmHA  or  anywhere 
else.  And  that  has  been  what  has  happened  to  him  over  the  years. 
We  feel  that  the  cuts  that  are  coming  up  in  USDA  should  be  first 
made  in  Washington,  DC  as  has  been  brought  up  here.  We  cannot 
start  at  the  county  level  where  services  are  delivered,  it  needs  to 
start  at  the  top  and  work  its  way  down.  I  know  that  under  the  past 
administration  there  were  very  few  cuts  made  in  Washington — I 
am  talking  about  with  USDA  in  Washington.  Most  of  the  cuts  were 
made  on  the  State  and  county  level  and  that  is  just  the  opposite 
to  the  way  it  should  have  been. 

The  American  Com  Growers  Association  believes  in  maximizing 
farmer  profitability.  We  reject  the  failed  farm  policies  of  the  1980's 
which  have  forced  thousands  of  American  farmers  off  the  land.  We 
believe  that  adopting  a  balanced  approach  to  basic  commodities 
will  stop  this  dangerous  trend.  We  call  for  elimination  of  price  sup- 
port provided  that  we  have  a  loan  rate  equal  to  the  cost  of  produc- 
tion plus  10  percent,  and  a  diversion  of  crop  acres  when  the  carry- 
over of  com  stocks  reaches  20  percent  of  total  feed,  seed,  and  in- 
dustrial use. 

We  feel  that  the  top  priority  on  the  short  run  would  be  for  the 
Secretary  to  raise  the  loan  level  to  the  maximum  of  his  discre- 
tionary authority.  The  loan  rate  sets  the  price  of  what  we  receive 
for  our  products. 

We  also  know  that  Mr.  Panetta,  who  heads  0MB,  is  anxious  to 
cut  the  budget  everywhere  he  can.  We  feel  like  our  plan  would  cer- 
tainly give  him  a  chance  to  cut  several  million  off  that  budget. 

I  will  not  go  in  deeply  on  GATT  and  NAFTA,  Mr.  Chairman, 
which  I  would  dearly  love  to  do.  I  was  just  in  the  White  House  this 
past  Monday  in  regard  to  that,  the  new  Trade  Ambassador  re- 
quested our  presence,  there  were  a  few  of  us  there,  and  of  course 
our  displeasure  with  that  is  beyond  saying.  We  think  that  NAFTA 
and  GATT  certainly  does  not  have  anything  to  offer  for  agriculture, 
as  far  as  we  are  concemed.  There  is  not  enough  of  it,  it  is  going 
to  hurt  us  worse  than  it  is  going  to  help  us.  So  I  will  not  go  any 
further  than  that.  If  you  want  to  ask  any  questions  about  it,  I  will 
be  glad  to  answer  it. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  and  attention.  I  will  answer 
any  questions  the  committee  may  have  at  this  time. 
Thank  you. 
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[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  King  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Rohland. 

STATEMENT  OF  CURT  E.  ROHLAND,  PRESffiENT,  NATIONAL 
FAMILY  FARM  COALITION 

Mr.  Rohland.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Stenholm  and  the  other 
members  of  the  committee.  I  too  thank  you  for  coming  to  the  Mid- 
west for  this  hearing  and  I  appreciate  the  invitation  to  testify.  I  am 
a  40-cow  dairy  farmer  from  Wisconsin  and  I  am  the  current  presi- 
dent of  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition. 

I  also  endorse  the  statements  that  have  been  made  by  my  col- 
leagues who  have  testified  previous  to  me  this  morning,  and  I  ap- 
preciate those  of  them  who  have  kept  their  time  under  5  minutes 
because  I  am  afraid  I  am  going  to  be  bumping  up  against  the  10- 
minute  limit. 

The  topic  of  this  hearing  is  to  review  USDA  services  to  farmers 
and  the  effectiveness  of  the  field  structure.  USDA,  as  has  been 
said,  and  as  all  farmers  attest,  plays  a  critical  role  in  our  day-to- 
day lives,  from  the  prices  we  receive,  our  access  to  credit,  and  too 
often  is  our  first  experience  with  frustration  with  government. 

We  have  an  opportunity  for  a  new  farmer-friendly  USDA  in  fact 
to  be  our  avenue  to  achieving  the  types  of  programs  and  farming 
practices  that  should  be  encouraged.  We  urge  that  the  functions  of 
the  Department  be  analyzed  according  to  their  divisions,  as  has 
been  very  clearly  and  well  spoken  this  morning  already — ^be  ana- 
lyzed to  see  how  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  farmers,  consumers,  and 
of  course  the  Federal  budget. 

For  specific  example,  I  am  very  aware  of  the  confusion  in  USDA 
about  who  is  responsible  for  sustainable  agricultural  programs  as 
recently  documented  by  the  GAG  report.  Will  the  new  Farmers 
Services  Administration,  when  it  comes  into  existence,  or  will  new 
clusters  of  subagencies  be  created  to  ensure  that  there  is  a  clear 
sense  of  direction  to  guide  the  policy  set  by  Congress  instead  of  the 
current  situation  that  has  promoted  fragmentation?  Will  there  be 
an  agencywide  review  of  civil  rights  compliance  in  terms  of  agency 
employees  at  the  local  and  national  level  as  well  as  participation 
in  USDA  programs?  Many  of  the  studies  that  would  provide  us 
with  this  type  of  important  information  were  included  in  the  1990 
farm  bill  and  yet  have  been  scuttled,  apparently  for  budget  rea- 
sons. Will  those  studies  now  be  conducted  to  ensure  that  this  reor- 
ganization is  done  for  the  long  term  and  not  merely  for  quick  paper 
savings? 

With  regard  to  the  sustainable  agriculture  and  the  increasing 
rules  and  regulations  that  we  as  farmers  not  only  expect  to  hap- 
pen, but  many  of  us  in  fact  are  ahead  of  the  game  in  trying  to  pre- 
vent the  necessity  for  harsh  regulation.  I  would  like  to  tell  of  my 
personal  experience  and  relate  that  to  the  question  as  to  whether 
there  is  too  much,  not  enough,  just  enough  money  being  spent  on 
USDA  staff  and  programs  and  so  forth. 

I  believe  it  was  at  least  10  years  ago,  if  not  longer,  that  I  knew 
I  would  have  a  problem  with  my  cattle  on  the  east  side  of  my  bam 
with  regard  to  animal  waste,  manure  run-off  across  a  field  water- 
way and  then  across  my  field  into  a  stream  that  feeds  a  major  river 
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in  northern  Wisconsin.  Knowing  that  placing  my  cattle  there, 
which  is  the  right  place  to  have  them  for  feeding  purposes,  given 
the  layout  of  my  facilities,  I  kept  them  fenced  off  of  that,  away 
from  the  barnyard  on  that  side  of  the  bam,  and  I  went  to  ASCS 
and  then  of  course  to  SCS  for  the  engineering — ^to  ASCS  for  the 
cost  share  because  I  cannot  afford  to  do  it  myself,  prices  are  too 
low.  I  am  not  sure  I  can  afford  it  even  with  cost  share,  as  a  matter 
of  fact — and  to  SCS  for  the  engineering  of  course  to  put  in  an  ani- 
mal waste  control  facility.  I  did  that  10  years  ago,  and  because  I 
had  the  cattle  fenced  off  from  that  part  of  the  bam,  they  said  no, 
I  would  not  qualify  and  I  did  not  even  bother  to  apply  because  I 
did  not  have  an  existing  problem,  there  was  no  pollution  being 
caused;  therefore,  I  could  not  apply  for  the  program. 

I  said,  "Well  if  I  put  the  cattle  there,  I  will  be  causing  pollution." 
They  said,  "Well  that  is  what  you  are  going  to  have  to  do."  I  did 
not  do  that  for  a  number  of  years  because  I  did  not  want  to  create 
that  problem. 

Three  years  ago  when  my  cattle  numbers  and  the  layout  of  my 
fences  changed  such  that  I  had  to  utilize  that  side  of  my  bam  for 
feeding,  and  so  I  put  the  heifers  out  there,  they  cause  a  little  less 
waste  than  the  adult  cattle.  So  then  I  went  in — this  is  3  years 
ago — to  apply  for  a  cost-share  program  to  put  in  an  animal  waste 
control  facility.  SCS  came  out  and  did  a  preliminary  eyeballing  of 
the  situation  the  first  year  and  signed  off.  I  could  apply  for  the  cost 
share,  which  I  did  and  it  was  approved.  This  year,  1993,  spring,  I 
will  reapply  for  the  third  time  for  an  extension  from  ASCS  because 
SCS  does  not  have  the  staff  and  the  time  to  put  together  the  blue- 
prints to  get  this  project  done.  In  the  meantime,  the  pollution  is 
happening,  I  am  violating — I  could  be — the  State  of  Wisconsin,  the 
department  of  natural  regulations  could  step  in  and  make  life  dif- 
ficult for  me  and  I  am  trying  to  do  the  best  I  can.  And  ASCS  and 
SCS  have  done  their  part  to  the  best  they  can,  but  there  is  insuffi- 
cient funding  and  staff  at  the  county  level  to  make  this  happen. 

So  the  question  I  am  getting  to,  in  this  reorganization,  let  us  cal- 
culate the  real  cost  of  any  of  these  changes  that  may  come  about 
or  may  be  discussed. 

Others  have  talked  about  here,  and  I  will  not  repeat  except  to 
refer  again,  what  are  we  gaining  if  we  put  five  offices  together  and 
charge  people  who  are  unfamiliar  with  programs  to  try  to  admin- 
ister and  deliver  services  to  farmers  in  programs  with  which  they 
are  not  familiar — are  we  attempting  to  cross  train  one  person  to  do 
five  jobs  from  people  we  are  already  asking  too  much  of? 

The  current  situation,  as  Carl  has  said,  is  not  sustainable  at  the 
price  level  for  farmers.  It  is  not  sustainable  at  the  staffing  and 
funding  level  and  the  way  things  are  being  organized  in  terms  of 
the  policy  that  USDA  has  been  expected  and  charged  with  imple- 
menting over  the  last  12  years.  As  I  overheard  a  man  this  morning 
saying,  there  is  a  difference  between  a  faulty  delivery  of  a  product 
and  an  efficient  delivery  of  a  faulty  product.  The  current  situation, 
as  I  said,  is  not  sustainable. 

Many  farm  families  in  my  area  who  have  struggled  to  survive 
since  the  mid-1980's,  are  not  going  to  make  it.  We  would  like  to 
think  that  reorganization  of  USDA  with  a  more  sensible  and  a 
farmer-friendly   policy,   which   is   the   responsibility   of  Congress, 
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would  assist  USDA  in  implementing  and  delivering  services  to 
farmers  that  serve  the  purpose. 

As  farmers  and  farm  advocates  from  around  the  country,  we 
know  that  there  have  been  serious  problems  with  both  USDA  im- 
plementation of  many  programs  and  its  policies  for  the  past  12 
years.  Ironically,  we  as  advocates,  as  farm  advocates,  who  are  sup- 
posed to  be  the  recipients  or  the  clients — we  as  farmers,  who  are 
supposed  to  be  the  recipients  or  clients  of  these  programs,  have 
been  forced  to  become  the  educators,  the  teachers,  and  the 
deliverers  of  services.  And  here  I  am  thinking  especially  now  of  the 
credit  side  of  USDA,  FmHA. 

The  Ag  Credit  Act  of  1987  made  loan  service  options  available  to 
FmHA  borrowers  if  it  was  more  cost  effective  for  the  Government 
to  keep  the  borrower  on  his  land.  We  are  all  familiar  and  remem- 
ber that  debate.  Loan  service  programs  provided  a  large  number  of 
alternatives  for  restructuring  FmHA  loans.  DALR$,  D-A-L-R  with 
a  dollar  sign,  is  a  computerized  decision  support  tool  to  be  used  by 
an  FmHA  decisionmaker.  This  means  that  the  computer  assists  the 
FmHA  loan  officer  in  making  a  decision.  In  many  of  our  States, 
borrowers  are  allowed  only  one  chance  to  have  a  DALR$  analysis. 
It  should  be  pointed  out  that  after  working  with  this  program  on 
numerous  borrowers,  it  becomes  quite  clear  to  the  decisionmakers 
if  a  plan  will  work,  a  farm  and  home  plan.  As  many  of  our 
decisionmakers  have  become  a  farmer's  adversary  rather  than  an 
advocate  for  the  farmer,  our  farmer  volunteer  advocates  find 
places,  instances  that,  had  the  borrower  been  allowed  a  minor 
change  in  a  cash-flow  projection,  thousands  of  dollars,  real  dollars, 
currency,  could  have  been  saved  by  the  Grovemment. 

Secretary  Espys  idea  of  computer  access  is  a  good  idea  for  both 
USDA  and  the  farmer.  It  would  require  real  access  to  farmers  in 
all  regions  of  the  country  with  farm  advocates  to  assist  those  farm- 
ers who  are  not  computer  knowledgeable.  Free  assistance  from  ad- 
vocates who  are  committed  to  seeing  the  system  work  would  afford 
farmers  much  needed  help  to  understand  complicated  calculations 
and  regulations,  while  allowing  USDA  to  better  achieve  the  Sec- 
retary's goal  of  making  USDA's  reorganization  farmer  friendly.  I 
guess  the  core  of  this  problem  is  that  in  this  agency  of  USDA — not 
universally,  there  are  many  excellent  staff  in  all  divisions  of  USDA 
at  the  county  and  State  levels — ^but  it  has  been  our  experience  over 
the  last  number  of  years  that  FmHA  has  too  often  served  as  an  ad- 
versary of  the  borrowers  rather  than  in  a  role  to  assist  farmers  in 
their  financial  management,  which  necessarily  includes  credit. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Rohland,  you  have  exceeded  your  10  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  Rohland.  Have  I  already?  I  am  sorry.  May  I  conclude? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Please  find  a  convenient  place,  so  there  will  be 
time  for  others.  I  am  sorry.  You  are  making  some  good  points,  but 
we  have  a  time  problem. 

Mr.  Rohland.  I  guess  the  key  point  is,  and  again  I  will  empha- 
size, we  are  not  anti-USDA.  The  ASCS  committeeman  has  said 
what  I  as  a  farmer  want  to  endorse  as  well.  We  want  to  endorse 
and  to  strengthen  the  farmer  committee  system  at  the  county  level. 
It  is  essential  for  the  proper  discretionary  implementation  of  USDA 
programs. 
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I  will  conclude  by  saying  what  is  the  purpose  of  reorganization? 
Whose  or  what  interests  are  to  be  served?  We  suggest  that  there 
must  be  a  conscious  articulated  policy  on  which  to  build  the  struc- 
ture of  USDA  activities  in  their  totality.  Form  follows  function. 
What  is  the  function,  what  is  the  mission,  that  must  be  restated 
now  in  the  1990's  with  a  new  administration  and  we  the  farmers, 
with  dedicated  USDA  staff  and  the  Clinton  administration  and  the 
Congress  must  return  to  the  original  mission  of  the  USDA  and 
make  it  work  for  this  and  future  generations. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Rohland  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Morrison. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  M.  MORRISON,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL  CONTRACT  POULTRY  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Morrison.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my 
name  is  John  Morrison.  I  owned  and  operated  a  breeder  hen  farm 
in  north  Louisiana  until  its  sale  in  December  of  1992.  I  am  cur- 
rently the  executive  director  for  the  National  Contract  Poultry 
Growers  Association.  This  association  represents  thousands  of  poul- 
try growers  across  the  breadth  of  this  Nation.  And  these  growers 
wish  to  express  their  thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  voice  their  con- 
cerns in  regard  to  the  poultry  industry.  These  producers  of  chicken, 
turkeys,  and  commercial  eggs  are  subjected  to  many  unfair  and  dis- 
criminatory practices  by  the  large  vertically  integrated  companies 
with  whom  they  contract.  The  poultry  industry  is  unique  in  that 
a  very  high  percentage  of  the  poultry  produced  in  this  Nation  is 
produced  under  the  vertically  integrated  system.  No  other  commod- 
ity represented  here  today  has  this  type  of  vertical  integration 
within  the  production  system.  This  absolute  control  of  virtually 
every  aspect  of  the  industry  from  the  production  and  hatching  of 
the  eggs  to  the  transport  of  the  meat  or  eggs  to  the  supermarkets 
creates  many  opportunities  for  manipulation  of  the  grower  to  en- 
hance the  bottom  line  results  of  the  companies.  This  manipulation 
is  represented,  as  it  is  in  many  commodities  here,  by  the  tremen- 
dous return  that  these  large  companies  are  enjoying  on  their  in- 
vestment. Yet  the  poultry  farmers  are  suffering,  as  others,  from  the 
standpoint  that  their  income  has  not  enjoyed  any  appreciable 
change  within  this  timeframe  where  these  large  companies  have 
had  excessively  high  returns  on  their  investments  relative  to  the 
rest  of  the  industries  within  the  United  States.  This  income  for  the 
contract  growers  has  declined  from  a  very  modest  level  for  about 
10  years  to  at  most  a  subsistence  pay  now,  and  in  many  instances 
below  established  poverty  levels.  So  this  is  a  serious  problem  with- 
in the  poultry  industry. 

Much  of  this  decline  can  be  attributed  to  the  use  of  deceptive 
practices  by  integrators  in  their  dealings  with  contract  growers.  We 
have  specific  examples  of  these  deceptive  practices  that  have  come 
about  from  court  actions  that  have  been  instituted  in  the  State  of 
Florida,  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  most  recently  in  the  State 
of  Mississippi  this  week,  in  which  in  Jones  County  a  jury  awarded 
growers  in  excess  of  $16  million  because  of  deceptive  practices  of 
one  of  these  large  vertically  integrated  companies.  And  this  is  not 
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a  problem  that  is  just  a  problem  of  a  particular  company  or  in  a 
particular  region.  This  problem  exists  in  most  all  of  the  large  inte- 
grated companies  and  it  exists  across  the  Nation,  from  the  eastern 
seaboard  clear  to  the  western  coast.  So  we  definitely  have  a  severe 
problem  in  this  area.  In  order  to  reflect  the  severity  of  this  prob- 
lem, as  a  part  of  our  testimony,  we  have  incorporated  appendices 
in  which  we  have  asked  growers  under  oath  to  relate  their  stories 
to  you  of  the  abuse  and  the  problems  that  they  have  been  subjected 
to  in  the  production  of  poultry,  and  this  is  incorporated  as  part  of 
the  written  testimony  that  we  have  submitted  to  you. 

I  would  like  to  quote  one  statement  from  one  of  these  affidavits, 
and  that  is  "How  does  a  person  begin  writing  about  a  terrible 
nightmare?  Hopefully  this  letter  will  not  get  into  the  wrong  hands." 
This  represents  two  factors.  [1]  The  existence  of  the  deceptive 
and  unfair  practices  that  are  going  on;  and  [2]  the  great  fear  and 
intimidation  that  is  taking  place  within  this  industry  by  these 
large  companies,  the  fear  of  losing  the  family  farm  by  practices 
that  these  companies  can  employ  upon  these  contract  growers. 

Now  our  association  is  attempting  to  address  these  issues  in 
three  different  areas  that  I  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention 
this  morning.  The  first  of  these  areas  is  our  attempt  to  amend  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act.  And  I  want  to  specifically  relate  that 
our  address  this  morning  is  to  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Admin- 
istration, and  that  is  because  this  act  establishing  this  Administra- 
tion is  one  which  at  the  Federal  level  provides  the  most  protection 
to  contract  poultry  growers.  And  we  want  to  focus  on  protection 
and  enhancing  the  livelihoods  of  these  contract  growers. 

So  first  of  all,  we  are  working  on  an  effort  to  amend  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act  to  offer  protection  to  all  poultry  producers. 
Under  the  current  act,  all  growers  are  not  afforded  the  protections 
of  this  Federal  act,  so  we  will  be  working  to  have  introduced  into 
the  House  an  amendment  to  this  act  in  this  session. 

Second,  we  have  previously  submitted  recommendations  to  the 
Administrator  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  sug- 
gesting changes  to  the  regulations  which  have  been  promulgated 
for  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  this  act,  and  those  are 
also  incorporated  as  an  appendices  in  the  written  testimony  that 
we  have  submitted  to  you  today. 

The  third  area  relates,  of  course,  to  our  specific  purpose  in  being 
here  today,  and  that  is  the  resource  assignment  within  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration.  We  are  dealing  with  reorganization 
and  realignment  within  the  USDA  and  this  part  of  the  USDA  being 
very  important  to  poultry  producers,  we  would  like  to  see  some  re- 
source assignments  and  realignment  of  priorities  within  the  Pack- 
ers and  Stockyards  Administration. 

We  have  three  specific  areas  that  we  would  like  to  address  in  the 
resource  assignment  within  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Adminis- 
tration. The  first  is  a  field  office  staffing  in  the  poultry  areas.  If 
you  look  at  the  12  regional  offices  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Administration  that  are  scattered  across  these  United  States,  there 
are  three  offices  who  are  responsible  for  over  85  percent  of  the 
poultry  production  in  the  United  States  of  America,  and  these 
three  offices  are  located  in  Atlanta,  Memphis,  and  in  Bedford,  Vir- 
ginia. If  you  will  note  in  these  three  offices,  there  are  anywhere 
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from  11  to  13  employees,  including  the  supervisory,  the  manage- 
ment people  in  these  individual  regional  offices.  The  specific  as- 
signment to  the  poultry  area  is  relegated  to  a  poultry  specialist  in 
each  of  these  offices,  plus  they  have  specialists  in  the  audit  and  in 
industrial  or  the  weigh  areas  in  which  they  can  also  address  poul- 
try problems. 

The  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  as  it  was  passed,  does  not  pro- 
vide any  administrative  authority  within  the  poultry  area.  There- 
fore the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration,  which  they  deal 
with  complaints  within  the  poultry  area,  they  only  do  it  when  a 
complaint  is  filed  with  them.  There  is  no  oversight,  there  is  no  re- 
view of  the  operations  of  these  large  companies.  So  in  view  of  the 
tremendous  intimidation  that  is  taking  place  within  the  industry, 
these  growers  are  not  complaining,  so  the  problem  is  not  visible  on 
the  surface,  based  on  the  complaints  that  are  made  with  these  of- 
fices. 

So  to  address  this  staffing  problem,  we  would  ask  that  first  of  all, 
additional  poultry  and  other  specialists  be  employed  wherein  prop- 
er oversight  can  be  exercised  in  the  industry.  Second,  that  a  policy 
be  instituted  for  unannounced  oversight  visits  on  an  irregular  but 
frequent  basis  to  these  companies  who  contract  with  these  growers 
to  produce.  And  third,  that  consideration  be  given  in  the  reorga- 
nization to  the  establishment  of  a  poultry  division  within  the  Pack- 
ers and  Stockyards  Administration  to  specifically  focus  on  the  poul- 
try industry. 

The  second  area  that  we  wish  to  focus  on  in  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration  is  in  the  training  of  these  people  that 
are  serving  in  an  oversight  position  in  these  field  offices.  With  the 
increased  number  of  problems  brought  on  by  the  growth  in  poultry 
production  and  the  corporate  concentration  occurring  in  the  indus- 
try, it  is  imperative  that  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
personnel  be  adequately  trained  for  identification  of  the  deceptive 
practices  that  are  taking  place.  And  what  we  would  suggest  and 
recommend  is  that  technical  training  seminars  be  instituted  for 
these  people  who  have  responsibility  for  overseeing  the  poultry  in- 
dustry, to  be  conducted  by  university  systems  with  the  assistance 
and  input  from  experts  within  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Admin- 
istration, and  from  various  grower  organizations  across  the  coun- 
try- 

The  third  area  that  we  wish  to  address  is  the  antitrust  area.  And 
with  the  corporate  concentration  within  the  poultry  industry,  we 
have  a  significant  reduction,  particularly  in  regional  competition. 
Congress,  this  past  year,  appropriated  $500,000  for  a  study  within 
the  red  meat  industry  of  the  effects  on  competition  of  the  con- 
centration that  was  tgddng  place.  We  would  suggest  that  a  similar 
study  is  needed  within  the  poultry  area  because  the  competitive- 
ness of  these  companies,  particularly  on  a  regional  basis,  is  not 
right.  We  need  to  look  at  this  area  within  the  poultry  industry. 

So  those  are  the  three  things  that  we  would  recommend  for  con- 
sideration in  the  realignment  and  the  reassignment  of  resources 
within  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration.  When  coupled 
with  the  amendment  that  we  are  seeking  and  with  the  suggested 
changes  that  we  have  asked  in  the  regulations  governing  and  en- 
forcing the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  then  possibly  we  can  re- 
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turn  the  American  dream  to  the  poultry  farmers  of  the  United 
States. 

I  thank  you  gentlemen. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Morrison  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Plagge. 

STATEMENT  OF  MERLIN  D.  PLAGGE,  PRESmENT,  IOWA  FARM 
BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Plagge.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  commit- 
tee. I  certainly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  some  comments 
this  morning  to  your  subcommittee. 

My  farm  is  in  north  central  Iowa,  I  farm  with  my  son  raising  pri- 
marily com  and  soybeans.  I  am  also  serving  my  sixth  year  as  presi- 
dent of  the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 

I  am  going  to  try  to  be  very  brief.  I  know  we  have  run  overtime 
here.  I  would  like  to  cover  four  or  five  different  points. 

Before  I  do  that,  I  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  facts 
which  we  think  will  support  this  position.  We  talk  about  reorga- 
nization, we  talk  about  primarily  on  the  farmer  delivery  programs 
administered  by  USDA  and  yet  the  expenditures  for  programs  di- 
rectly related  to  production  agriculture  represent  only  about  20 
percent  of  that  total  USDA  budget.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  spoke  to 
that  earlier  this  morning.  Over  half  of  USDA's  $62  billion  budget 
is  spend  on  food  aid  and  nutrition  programs,  and  over  the  past  20 
years,  the  focus  of  USDA  has  shifted  from  administering  farm  pro- 
grams to  providing  food  aid  and  nutrition  programs. 

So  the  growth  of  programs  has  not  been  in  the  production  agri- 
cultural area  and  thus,  I  believe  it  would  be  a  mistake  if  we  think 
we  are  going  to  assume  that  we  are  going  to  have  great  savings 
from  a  reorganization  of  the  farmer  delivery  systems  within  USDA. 
We  believe  our  goal  should  be  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  the 
efficiency  of  this  delivery  system  on  the  limited  resources. 

How  we  accomplish  these  four  or  five  recommendations,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  very  quickly. 

First  of  all,  I  think  we  need  to  recognize  that  a  reorganization 
of  USDA  should  not  overlook  the  fact  of  the  importance  of  the  de- 
centralized farmer  delivery  system  that  is  currently  in  place.  The 
structure  of  county  and  State  offices  and  the  locally  elected  com- 
mittees to  administer  USDA  programs  really  does  provide  this  de- 
centralized decisionmaking  at  the  local  level  and  we  think  that  is 
terribly  important.  While  the  current  format  of  separate  offices  for 
each  program  in  every  county  could  certainly  be  improved,  we 
should  not  abandon  the  concept  of  local  decisionmaking. 

Second,  we  think  we  need  to  establish  a  national  appeals  division 
within  USDA.  Farmers  Home  does  have  that,  the  1990  farm  bill 
called  for  that,  and  we  think  this  is  important  simply  because 
many  of  these  agencies  now  have  kind  of  taken  on  the  dual  role 
of  being  friend  and  at  the  same  time,  to  some  degree,  a  policeman. 

Third,  we  should  institute  some  changes  in  the  current  proce- 
dures to  improve  the  efficiency  of  USDA  services.  And  of  course, 
these  should  include  increased  emphasis  on  the  use  of  tele- 
communications to  implement  farm  programs.  A  shared  computer 
data  base  for  all  USDA  agencies  and  certainly  collocation  of  local 
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offices  and  personnel  whenever  that  is  possible.  These  changes  can 
help  to  simplify  USDA  program  delivery  and  improve  customer 
service. 

Fourth,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  ASCS  should  be  main- 
tained as  separate  agencies.  Farmers  look  to  SCS  for  technical  as- 
sistance and  education,  which  is  a  different  role  than  the  ASCS 
role  in  administering  Government  farm  programs.  I  think  very 
frankly  we  can  say  that  the  progress  that  we  have  made  in  soil 
conservation  since  the  1985  farm  bill,  has  been  the  fact  that  there 
has  been  a  real  trust  over  the  years  between  the  farmer  and  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  technician  out  there,  and  this  is  why  we 
have  made  the  progress  we  have.  Yes,  SCS  today  does  play  some 
bit  of  a  role  of  a  regulator,  but  still  it  is  that  trust  over  the  years 
that  has  created — allowed  the  progress  that  we  have  made  and  cer- 
tainly we  need  to  continue  that  process. 

And  the  last  point  I  would  make  then  very  quickly;  USDA  reor- 
ganization should  not  mean  a  shifting  of  program  responsibility  to 
any  other  Department.  We  really  do  believe  USDA  should  maintain 
the  oversight  of  all  programs  currently  under  its  jurisdiction. 
USDA  has  the  knowledge  and  the  expertise  in  administering  pro- 
grams related  to  agriculture  and  the  farming  community.  To  re- 
move those  programs  from  its  jurisdiction  could  certainly  weaken 
their  effectiveness. 

So  in  conclusion,  I  would  just  simply  say  again,  we  stress  that 
our  goal  in  reorganization  of  USDA  should  not  be  solely  one  of  re- 
ducing expenses  but  certainly  more  in  the  area  of  improving  the  ef- 
fectiveness and  the  efficiency  of  the  USDA  programs.  With  this, 
very  frankly,  savings  will  come  in  the  long  run. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Plagge  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Peterson. 

Mr.  Peterson.  A  couple  of  you  talked  about  computer  systems, 
and  in  my  opening  remarks  to  make  the  brief  comment,  we  have 
been  looking  at  that  and  I  have  been  looking  at  that  in  particular, 
not  only  in  USDA  but  in  HUD  and  some  other  agencies  that  I  am 
involved  in.  And  we  are  finding  that  this  is  not  the  easiest  thing 
to  do  either  because  one  of  the  problems  is  that  the  GSA  is  in- 
volved in  this  process,  and  the  more  I  look  at  this,  the  more  I  be- 
come convinced  that  they  are  the  problem,  not  part  of  the  solution. 
You  literally  cannot  accomplish  what  you  want  to  accomplish  be- 
cause they  are  in  the  way.  This  technology  is  moving  so  fast  that 
when  you  get  caught  up  in  that  bureaucracy,  you  are  bound  to  get 
a  computer  system  that  is  obsolete  before  you  ever  get  it  through 
the  process.  So  in  fairness  to  the  Department,  I  think  it  is  not  to- 
tally their  fault. 

But  clearly,  we  want  to  try  to  address  this  issue.  There  is  no  rea- 
son why  there  should  not  be  compatible  data  bases,  there  are  lots 
of  efficiencies  that  could  be  achieved  if  we  were  able  to  accomplish 
that. 

One  of  the  things  I  am  seriously  going  to  look  at  is  whether  we 
ought  to  take  that  function  away  from  GSA  and  somehow  or  other 
decentralize  it  to  allow  people  to  do  what  they  need  to  do  to  get 
the  job  done. 
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I  was  also  curious  and  Mr.  Willers,  you  are  the  person  that  is 
going  to  run  out  of  money.  How  did  that  happen?  Was  it  the  disas- 
ter, the  problems  you  were  having  in  southern  Minnesota? 

Mr.  Willers.  There  are  two  parts  that  affects  Iowa,  Michigan, 
and  Wisconsin  and  some  other  States  also.  The  first  part  is  that 
through  the  disaster  program,  we  spent  a  lot  of  man-hours  out  in 
the  field  weighing,  measuring,  and  testing  this  poor  quality  com 
crop.  The  second  part  of  it  is — it  is  almost  divided  exactly  in  half, 
the  amount  of  money  that  is  missing  out  of  our  budget.  On  January 
19,  there  was  a  pay  raise  given  to  all  the  ASCS  employees  and  that 
was  not  in  the  budget  and  nobody  was  given  notice  of  that  until 
January  27,  but  it  was  backdated  to  the  10th  of  January.  That  SV2 
percent  pay  raise  to  all  the  ASCS  people 

Mr.  Peterson.  This  is  nationwide? 

Mr.  Willers.  Correct. 

Mr.  Peterson.  And  it  was  not  in  your  budget? 

Mr.  Willers.  That  is  correct. 

Mr,  Peterson.  And  so  this  was  beyond  your  control,  what  hap- 
pened, is  what  you  are  saying? 

Mr.  Willers.  Yes.  We  were  just  notified  at  the  State  level  and 
they  were  notified  from  the  Federal  level.  I  have  already  been  in 
contact  with  Mr.  Moos  and  Secretary  Espy  and  I  do  not  think  they 
were  aware  of  it  until  just  a  few  weeks  ago,  or  a  few  days  ago,  that 
this  was  even  in  place. 

There  are  things  that  we  could  do — first  of  all,  the  farmers  need 
to  know  what  is  going  on  with  the  disaster  program.  If  we  are  not 
mailing  or  sending  them  any  information  on  these  programs,  why 
do  we  have  them. 

Mr.  Peterson.  That  is  a  whole  other  issue. 

Mr.  Willers.  Right,  I  understand. 

There  are  things  that  can  be  done,  because  we  would  like  to  ro- 
tate staff,  there  are  people  that  would  voluntarily  take  time  off  to 
keep  our  office  open  after  the  sign-up  of  the  farm  program  was 
over,  but  we  were  told  that  they  were  not  allowed  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Peterson.  By  whom? 

Mr.  Willers.  By  Mr.  Gene  Moos,  he  said  that  was  not  in  our 
power  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Peterson.  You  had  this  conversation  just  recently  with  the 
new  people? 

Mr.  Willers.  Last  Friday.  He  said  that  either  Secretary  Espy 
would  have  to  make  that  executive  order  or  it  would  have  to  be 
done  by  congressional  act. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Well  that  is  something  we  will  have  to  look  into. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  all  the  questions  I  have  for  now. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Nussle. 

Mr.  Nussle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  comments  that  you  have  made  are  very  similar  to  many  of 
the  comments  I  have  heard  out  on  the  road.  I  have  gleaned  a  num- 
ber of  notes  from  what  each  of  you  have  said,  particular  points  that 
I  think  you  have  made  that  are  either  new  or  that  I  think  you  have 
highlighted. 

A  couple  that  I  wanted  to  just  ask  about  though;  Mr.  King  had 
mentioned  that  the  ASCS  office,  I  believe  you  mentioned  that 
should  be  the  lead  agency.  In  saying  that,  are  you  indicating  that 
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you  want  to  combine  SCS  into  ASCS?  The  reason  I  am  asking  that 
is  because  obviously  Mr.  Plagge  had  mentioned  that  we  should 
keep  them  separate,  keep  the  jurisdictions  the  way  they  are.  I  am 
just  curious  how  you  would  respond  to  that. 

Mr.  King.  Mr.  Nussle,  we  understand  that  there  is  a  proposal  to 
put  the  agencies  together  with  a  lead  agency.  And  in  our  opinion, 
there  is  no  question  that  ASCS  should  be  the  lead  agency  because 
they  have  more  knowledge  of  all  the  farm  programs.  And  of  course, 
they  could  use  the  SCS  people  working  in  different  segments  of  the 
same  building,  if  you  like — whatever  way  they  want  to  structure  it. 
And  the  same  way  with  FmHA.  We  have  people — we  feel  like  that 
if  they  would  do  this,  there  is  going  to  be  some  cost  savings  to  the 
Government,  probably  on  having  to  drive  around  transportation, 
extra  rental  for  the  building  and  so  forth.  I  do  not  know  what  cost 
figures  they  have  on  it.  We  feel  like  there  ought  to  be  some  cost 
cutting  right  there.  But  we  do  not  want  to  cut  any  more  employees 
or  any  more  people  in  the  county  level  because  it  is  hard  enough 
to  get  these  papers  out  on  the  programs  you  have  now.  And  that 
is  why  we  said  we  want  to  cut  in  Washington,  DC  first  if  they  are 
going  to  cut  anybody.  Does  that  answer  your  question? 

Mr.  Nussle.  Is  it  your  preference  that  they  be  combined  under 
one  umbrella,  ASCS,  or  would  you  rather  keep  them  separate  if 
you  could? 

Mr.  King.  I  would  just  as  soon  have  it  in  one  shopping  mall,  so 
to  speak  and  they  could  go  door  to  door.  But  if  they  are  going  to 
have  it  in  one  building  and  it  is  large  enough — it  depends  on  the 
size  of  the  county  of  course,  how  much  farming  activity  is  in  that 
particular  county.  Some  of  them  need  to  be  combined.  As  the  chair- 
man knows,  we  have  discussed  this  many  times,  there  are  some 
ASCS  ofiices  in  Texas  that  just  need  to  be  moved  out  and  gone  over 
to  another  location,  make  a  regional  out  of  it  because  it  just  does 
not  justify  it. 

What  I  am  saying  to  you  is  that  we  do  not  care  how  they  struc- 
ture it,  if  it  is  under  one  building,  one  umbrella  or  what;  but  we 
are  saying  that  our  main  thoughts  are  that  ASCS  should  be  the 
lead  agency.  In  other  words,  go  in  an  ASCS  office,  they  can  furnish 
the  office  space  for  these  other  people. 

Mr.  Nussle.  One  of  the  principles  that  you  outlined,  Mr.  Plagge, 
is  that  you  would  like  to  keep  them  separate,  that  they  ought  to 
be  maintained  separate.  How  would  you  respond  to  that?  I  would 
be  interested  in  your  comments. 

Mr.  Plagge.  I  would  want  to  clarify  that  to  the  point  that  we 
certainly  do  not  feel  that  they  need  to  be  under  a  different  roof,  Mr. 
Nussle.  I  think  it  is  important  to  remember  that  we  do  not  go  for- 
ward and  generalize  to  the  point  that  we  lose  the  specific  expertise 
that  is  certainly  needed  in  the  soil  conservation  area.  And  again, 
I  say  that  it  is  these  technicians  with  expertise  that  have  worked 
with  farmers  over  the  years  through  kind  of  a  mutual  trust  that 
has  really  allowed  us  to  go  forward.  Certainly  I  have  no  problem, 
again,  with — and  would  encourage  a  sharing  of  office  space  under 
the  same  roof,  under  one  location.  But  the  agency  itself  should 
have  the  expertise  that  is  needed  within  that  specific  agency. 

Mr.  Nussle.  Mr.  Rohland,  I  think  you  touched  on  something  that 
for  me  has  been  the  real  bottom  line,  that  functions  should  follow 
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exactly  what  we  are  up  to;  the  mission  statement,  the  whole  strate- 
gic planning,  which  is  what  I  tried  to  touch  on.  I  do  think  it  is  Con- 
gress' role  and  USDA's  role  to  come  up  with  that  mission.  I  am  in- 
terested in  your  opinion  as  to  what  that  mission  should  be.  Obvi- 
ously the  mission  was  probably  originally  drafted  when  Lincoln  cre- 
ated the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  and  there  has  been  a 
number  of  shifts  and  paradigms  since  then,  but  I  think  we  are  op- 
erating, from  my  observation,  from  a  1930's  mission  statement, 
which  may  need  to  be  updated.  At  least  that  is  my  observation,  and 
I  think  the  observation  of  a  number  of  organizations  that  I  have 
spoken  to. 

I  would  be  interested  in  your  thoughts  on  that  and  what  mission 
statement  you  think  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  ought  to 
follow  as  we  talk  about  changing  not  only  substance  but  also  proce- 
dure. 

Mr.  ROHLAND,  I  hope  I  do  not  run  the  risk  of  being  reminded  by 
Mr.  Stenholm,  that  I  am  using  up  my  time  again.  We  could  carry 
on  this  discussion  at  quite  some  length. 

Mr.  NusSLE.  Well  the  beauty  of  mission  statements  is  that  they 
are  short  and  to  the  point  and  bottom  line.  That  is  the  beauty  of 
them.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  ROHLAND.  This  is  a  statement  of  USDA,  if  I  could — thanks 
for  the  opportunity. 

Mr.  NusSLE.  OK 

Mr.  RoHLAND.  To  assist  the  farmers  of  this  country  in  every  way 
possible  to  manage  their  farms,  to  provide  the  maximum  quality 
and  the  optimum  quantity  of  food  that  this  Nation  needs,  that  our 
farmers  on  their  farms  and  in  their  rural  communities  can  prosper 
and  provide  the  economic  foundation  for  the  rest  of  this  country's 
and  this  world's  economy,  without  which  there  will  never  be  a 
healthy  economy  in  this  country  or  in  the  world. 

Mr.  NusSLE.  Sir,  stop  right  there.  Let  us  write  that  one  down, 
because  at  least,  if  nothing  else,  it  is  a  good  building  block.  I  agree 
with,  if  nothing  else,  your  point  that  we  have  to  start  with  that. 
That  may  not  be  the  one  we  eventually  come  up  with,  but  I  think 
for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  for  Congress,  whatever  it 
is,  I  do  think  we  have  to  start  with  that  mission,  set  our  goals,  and 
then  determine  the  structure  in  order  to  achieve  those  goals  and 
that  mission. 

The  only  thing  I  would  end  with  is  that,  Mr.  Sanner,  you  are  en- 
couraged about  the  future  of  agriculture  in  this  country,  based  on 
what  you  have  seen  so  far  from  the  new  administration.  I  have  to 
tell  you  I  am  a  little  discouraged  and  I  am  wondering  what  encour- 
ages you  the  most,  the  increase  in  the  Btu  tax  that  may  be  as 
much  as  $5,000  per  farmer  or  the  inland  waterways  tax  of  about 
$10  per — 10  cents  a  bushel,  or  is  it  the  cut  and — what  is  encourag- 
ing you  about  the  future  of  agriculture  in  this  country  based  on 
this  new  administration? 

Mr.  Sanner.  The  most  encouraging  thing  is  that  we  have  people 
talking  about  raising  farm  income  for  a  change.  We  have  a  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  who  said  his  priority  is  to  raise  farm  income 
and  to  make  USDA  farmer  friendly.  I  do  not  think  we  have  ever 
had  that.  We  have  not  had  a  farmer-friendly  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture since  I  have  been  involved  in  farm  politics. 
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We  watched  on  news  services  on  the  16th  of  March,  President 
Clinton  instruct  Secretary  Espy  to  give  him  figures  as  to  how  much 
the  basic  loan  rates  would  be  raised — need  to  be  raised  to  protect 
farm  income  against  any  impact  of  the  Btu  tax.  I  have  never 
known  of  a  President  of  the  United  States  saying  that — maybe 
Harry  Truman  did,  showed  some  concern  for  the  farm  community. 
Those  kind  of  statements,  that  do  not  seem  to  be  filtering  down 
through  the  farm  media — and  I  must  say  to  even  some  Members 
of  Congress  that  I  have  talked  with  lately — do  not  seem  to  be  reg- 
istering with  people.  That  is  very  farmer  friendly.  We  saw  more 
money  being  appropriated  for  rural  programs. 

During  the  1980's  we  witnessed  an  explosion  of  excise  taxes. 
They  hit  rural  and  farm  people  harder  than  any  other  taxes.  We 
pay  a  far  greater  percentage  of  our  income  for  excise  taxes.  The 
first  taxes  that  President  Clinton  proposed  were  not  excise  taxes, 
it  was  to  raise  the  taxes  on  the  superrich  or  at  least  the  wealthy, 
and  start  putting  some  tax  fairness  back  in  the  system.  We  have 
not  had  tax  fairness  in  the  past  10  or  12  years. 

And  I  might  add  here  that  this  farm  problem  that  we  have  suf- 
fered is  not  a  Democratic  problem  or  Republican  problem.  I  do  not 
think  either  party — they  have  not  been  responsible  in  addressing 
this  farm  crisis.  We  knew  and  the  administration  knew,  the 
Reagan  and  Bush  administration  knew  how  many  farmers  were 
going  to  wash  out  in  the  mid-1980's.  They  predicted  it  within  a  few 
thousand.  How  much  farm  debt  was  going  to  have  to  be  written  ofi*. 
No  one  chose  to  address  that.  And  if  we  are  going  to  address  one 
thing  here  today  with  all  the  reorganization  that  we  are  talking 
about  and  all  the  other  issues — and  I  could  not  say  it  any  better 
than  Mr.  Rohland  here — we  need  to  talk  about  how  we  are  going 
to  get  the  average  age  of  the  farmer  in  this  country  to  retreat  from 
57  years.  That  is  what  we  have  to  do,  is  get  some  young  people 
back  on  this  land  farming.  No  matter  how  much  money  or  time  we 
spend,  we  have  to  raise  farm  income.  It  has  to  be  done,  and  I  really 
believe  that  we  have  a  President  that  knows  the  need  of  it,  he  loves 
rural  America.  We  have  a  Secretary  of  Agriculture  who  says  he 
knows  the  need  of  it.  And  that  is  why  I  am  encouraged. 

Mr.  NUSSLE.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  want  to  ask  Mr.  Willers  and  Mr.  Plagge  a  question, 
but  first  I  want  to  say  this.  I  think  that  more  than  reducing  the 
locations,  the  number  of  locations,  we  ought  to  be  talking  about  re- 
ducing the  paperwork  and  the  amount  of  work  in  each  one  of  these 
offices.  It  has  quadrupled  in  the  last  several  years.  We  have  added 
payment  limitations,  erosion  limits,  refuse  limits,  underplanting 
limits  down  to  5  percent  per  field,  master  plans  by  1995,  added 
nonprogram  crops  to  the  disaster  program.  All  these  things — that 
is  paperwork,  that  is  work  that  has  to  be  done  in  these  offices. 

We  require,  in  these  offices  to  put  in — and  Mr.  Peterson  will  be 
interested  in  this,  probably  knows  it — we  require  them  to  put  into 
the  files  what  IRS  does  not  require  until  you  have  an  audit.  All 
kinds  of  paperwork  in  those  files  that  you  should  not  have  to  have. 
And  the  result  of  this  is  we  are  going  to  have  cash  rent  instead  of 
the  owner  sharing  part  of  the  risk,  you  are  going  to  have  more  and 
more  cash  rent.  After  1995 — ^you  have  not  seen  anything  compared 
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to  what  you  are  going  to  see  in  1995  if  these  present  rules  are  left 
in  place.  You  are  going  to  go  cash  rent,  you  are  going  to  have  more 
risk  on  the  people  that  do  not  need  more  risk. 

Well  there  is  one  way  you  could  do  something  about  it  right 
away.  I  have  asked  the  Secretary  about  it,  he  is  looking  at  it  right 
now.  I  think  he  will  probably  do  it.  You  could  have  a  certificate  in 
the  file,  Mr.  Willers,  that  says  that  under  no  condition  will  I  come 
within  80  percent  of  the  payment  limitations,  directly  or  indirectly, 
that  will  take  care  of  80  percent  of  the  work  that  you  have  had  in 
the  last  2  months.  Right? 
Mr.  Willers.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Smith.  You  should  not  have  to  file  all  that  stuff.  I  asked  in 
one  county,  they  said  that  out  of  2,000  farmers  they  had  10  who 
were  in  excess  of  the  payment  limitations.  Yet  you  have  all  those 
1,900-plus  filing  all  this  information  you  would  not  need  unless  you 
had  an  audit. 

I  think  we  ought  to  pay  more  attention  to  reducing  the  work  in 
each  one  of  these  offices,  maybe  not  before,  you  could  simulta- 
neously do  this,  but  we  ought  to  be  doing  that  while  we  are  looking 
at  reducing  the  number  of  offices  and  making  people  drive  further. 
What  do  you  say  about  that? 

Mr.  Willers.  If  I  were  to  break  down  the  time  that  I  spend 
doing  things  on  ASCS  committee,  the  amount  of  time  we  spend 
finding  out  if  a  farmer  is  a  farmer,  the  form  502  is  the  No.  1  thing 
I  spend  time  on,  because  every  farmer  in  every  county  has  to  prove 
that  he  is  a  farmer  every  year. 

Mr.  Smith.  And  he  has  to  go  back  to  all  kinds  of  records  to  get 
some  of  the  information  on  the  501-B  and  the  501-A,  does  he  not? 
Mr.  Willers.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Smith.  Probably  get  a  lawyer  to  help  him,  or  an  accountant. 
Mr.  Willers.  That's  why  they  are  cash  renting  for  those  people 
over  55  years  old. 

The  other  thing  that  we  spend  a  lot  of  time  on  is  the  wool  pro- 
gram because  you  have  to  have  many  small  producers  that  have  an 
acreage  or  so,  they  have  to  have  a  swampbuster  form  filled  out  be- 
fore they  can  get  a  wool  payment,  they  have  to  have  a  502  form 
filled  out.  There  are  four  forms  and  also  like  the  honey  program, 
we  have  to  do  a  complete  lien  search  through  the  county  court- 
house before  they  can  be  involved  in  it. 

So  yes,  you  are  right,  it  takes  a  tremendous  amount  of  time. 
Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Plagge,  did  you  want  to  comment  on  that? 
Mr.  Plagge.  Yes.  I  think  our  statement  basically  zeroed  in  on 
that  area.  You  are  only  dealing  with  20  percent  of  the  USDA  budg- 
et here,  and  when  you  talk  about  savings,  yes,  we  want  to  work 
toward  savings.  But  to  create  some  efficiencies  and  effectiveness  in 
administrating  these  programs  is  the  important  key.  We  all  know 
that  you  almost  need  a  briefcase  to  go  to  the  ASCS  office  to  sign 
up  for  the  farm  program  and  that  gets  to  be  just  too  much  paper- 
work. T     V    1 

So  certainly  whatever  we  can  do,  and  again,  I  point  out,  I  think 
that  points  to  what  we  are  saying,  we  need  to  create  the  effi- 
ciencies and  the  effective  way  of  administering  these  programs. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Lightfoot. 
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Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wanted  to  talk 
about  wetlands,  but  we  have  to  leave  by  1  o'clock,  right? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Five-minute  rule. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  I  guess  from  listening  to  what  we  have  heard 
here  this  morning,  one  of  the  things  that  has  troubled  me  for  a 
long  time  is  the  whole  problem  with  numbers.  You  addressed  it, 
Mr.  Sanner,  as  far  as  the  estimates  are  concerned  on  farm  income 
and  so  on.  And  another  issue  that  has  been  of  concern  to  me  for 
a  number  of  years  is  how  we  can  be  in  the  middle  of  a  3-year 
drought  and  a  quarter  inch  of  rain  on  LaSalle  Street  in  Chicago 
takes  50  cents  off  the  price  of  beans.  There  are  a  lot  of  outside  fac- 
tors that  are  influencing  our  markets,  I  think,  which  farmers  have 
absolutely  no  control  over  and  nothing  to  deal  with  there. 

One  thing  that  we  hear  a  lot  of  discussion  about — and  I  would 
like  to  have  each  of  you  respond,  it  will  not  take  much  of  an  an- 
swer to  do  it — ^but  it  seems  that  particularly  since  many  of  you 
have  increased  in  size  and  you  are  farming  across  county  lines,  you 
are  dealing  with  different  ASCS  offices,  different  SCS  offices,  and 
so  on.  They  are  all  supposedly  reading  out  of  the  same  rule  book, 
but  you  get  different  interpretations  when  you  go  into  the  different 
offices.  The  question  is,  is  that  true,  and  if  it  is,  how  big  a  problem 
is  it?  And  we  can  just  start  down  the  table. 

Mr.  Plagge.  Is  it  to  a  degree.  I  deal  with  two  different  offices 
and  the  one  office  has  to  make  a  determination  that  I  am  a  farmer 
and  then  the  other  office  can  go  ahead  and  make  their— process  the 
application  for  the  farm  program  involvement.  So  yes,  it  is  true. 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  would  certainly  think  that  is  true,  particularly 
in  the  FmHA.  There  is  an  abundance  of  misinformation  and  mis- 
understandings, particularly  in  the  financial  area. 

Mr.  ROHLAND.  Yes.  In  regard  to  FmHA,  farmer  borrowers  meet 
and  discuss  where  the  particular  interpretation,  delivery,  imple- 
mentation of  our  credit  rules  and  policies  and  so  forth,  I  Imow  that 
is  a  fact.  In  my  particular  case,  I  do  farm  in  two  counties,  the  coun- 
ty line  runs  through  my  farm.  With  ASCS,  my  entire  file,  the  two 
counties  have  agreed  that  my  entire  file  will  go  with  the  county  of 
my  residence,  as  far  as  ASCS,  SCS  programs,  cost  share  and  so 
forth.  And  that  is  no  problem  for  me  in  my  particular  case. 

Mr.  King.  Yes,  sir,  Mr.  Lightfoot,  I  would  say  that  is  exactly 
right.  I  had  a  farmer  come  in  my  office  last  week,  he  was  trying 
to  get  his  wife  down  as  an  incorporator  on  the  farm,  as  one  of  the 
operators  so  he  could  participate  in  the  $50,000  limitation.  One 
county  that  he  dealt  with  to  the  east  of  us  said  that  they  could, 
the  one  we  live  in  said  he  could  not.  So  those  things  take  place 
quite  commonly  and  it  is  mostly  over  the  $50,000  limitation  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  Sanner.  Yes,  sir,  it  is  definitely  a  problem  with  ASCS  and 
FmHA  and  one  thing  that  it  has  done,  it  has  destroyed  morale  in 
a  lot  of  the  ASCS  offices.  I  can  tell  you  some  county  CED's  who  are 
just  about  ready  to  throw  up  their  hands  and  quit  because  of  the 
confusion — it  is  a  major  problem. 

Mr.  WiLLERS.  Yes,  it  is  definitely  a  problem.  You  have  the  option 
of  sending  your  forms  where  you  want  and  our  county  continually 
gets  forms  from  adjoining  counties  that  are  a  little  bit  slow,  espe- 
cially if  your  county  office  is  known  for  sending  out  deficiency 
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checks  3,  4,  5  weeks  late.  My  county  is  also  against  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota  and  there  is  a  whole  other  set  of  problems  when  you  cross 
those  State  lines.  If  you  want  to  have  an  irate  farmer,  just  watch- 
ing the  fellow  across  the  road  do  something  that  you  cannot  pos- 
sibly do. 

Mr.  DRE^^^H.  Yes,  I  work  with  two  different  county  offices  and 
I  do  see  some  differences.  I  was  talking  with  the  director  of  the 
main  office  that  I  deal  with  and  she  informed  me  that  she  is 
underbudget — ^this  has  something  to  do  with  what  you  are  saying — 
she  is  underbudget  currently,  and  the  other  office,  you  know  is  not. 
And  I  would  like  to  see  some  program  instituted  maybe  where  one 
office  that  is  underbudget  and  is  doing  a  good  job  can  be  awarded 
somehow  for  doing  a  good  job  and  maybe  they  could  be  used  as  an 
example  where  someone  could  go  to  that  office,  find  out  what  they 
are  doing  that  is  being  so  successful,  what  they  are  doing  that  is 
right  and  then  maybe  go  to  the  other  offices  and  find  out  why  are 
they  overbudget,  what  are  they  doing  different,  why  is  the  morale 
with  their  employees  not  as  high  as  the  morale  of  the  employees 
at  the  other  office. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  Well  thank  you,  gentlemen,  I  appreciate  the 
input.  And  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  we  maybe  have  dispelled 
another  rumor  here  this  morning  because  we  have  a  wide  variety 
of  philosophies  as  far  as  agriculture  is  concerned  represented  in  our 
witnesses,  and  there  is  an  old  m3^h  that  farmers  cannot  agree  on 
anything.  And  these  guys  just  did.  So  I  think  that  is  one  step  to- 
ward progress  in  getting  this  problem  solved.  I  appreciate  your 
comments. 

Did  you  have  something  else  you  wanted  to  add,  sir? 

Mr.  WiLLERS.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  gentlemen  as  Congressmen 
one  favor.  When  I  have  an  ASCS  committee,  we  are  elected  and  we 
are  farmers  obviously  because  we  are  elected  by  our  peers.  When 
you  appoint  a  State  ASCS  committee,  there  are  no  criteria  and 
when  an  appeal  goes  through  my  office  it  may  go  to  a  group  of  peo- 
ple who  are  politically  appointed  and  they  do  not  have  to  be  a 
farmer,  they  have  never  had  to  be  an  ASCS  member  and  they  do 
not  have  to  know  an3^hing  about  farming.  I  would  appreciate  hav- 
ing very  knowledgeable  people  on  those  committees. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Good  point.  Good  testimony.  In  deference  to 
time,  I  will  not  take  time  to  ask  many  of  the  questions  that  we 
would  want  to  today,  but  we  will  be  seeing,  I  know,  each  and  every 
one  of  you  time  and  again  as  we  go  through  this  hearing  process. 
We  are  going  to  conduct  several  field  hearings  where  we  go  out  into 
the  country.  I  did  have  the  privilege  of  traveling  around  in  five  of 
these  with  the  previous  administration  as  much  of  the  input  was 
gleaned  as  far  as  how  to  make  the  offices  work  better.  There  is 
some  excellent  foundation  work  that  has  been  gleaned  that  is  there 
for  us  to  utilize  and  we  will  build  on. 

Just  a  couple  of  points  and  observations  in  all  of  your  testimony 
today.  When  we  start  talking  about  the  complexity  and  the  paper- 
work, and  Mr.  Smith's  comments  were  very  appropriate  as  to  what 
is  needed  and  some  of  the  things  that  can  be  done.  There  are  some 
little  things  that  I  like  to  call  west  Texas  tractor  seat  common 
sense,  that  if  we  just  applied  them  would  mean  so  much  difference 
to  us,  if  we  just  did  it.  But  in  deference  here  and  avoiding  the  fin- 
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ger  pointing,  we  sometimes  need  to  stop  and  tell  ourselves  what 
caused  this. 

Environmental  rules  and  regulations,  which  many  of  you  at  this 
table  joined  in  creating  the  political  mood  that  has  caused  these 
laws;  not  for  the  purpose  which  it  is  now  harming  us,  but  for  pur- 
poses which  we  believed  that  it  was  to  be  good. 

Past  abuses  by  a  few.  I  am  a  great  beUever  in  the  county  elected 
committee  system,  but  it  works  only  when  it  works.  When  the 
county  elected  committee  cannot  find  the  courage  to  deal  with  their 
neighbors  in  the  way  that  it  ought  to  be  dealt  with,  then  you  have 
problems.  And  it  is  just  a  few  that  create  the  problem  for  the 
many.  And  that  is  part  of  the  weakness  of  our  democratic  form  of 
government.  It  has  always  been  that  way,  it  always  will  be  that 
way,  but  it  can  be  improved  when  we  are  dedicated  to  working  on 
it. 

Litigation  is  another  problem, 

I  have  told  this  story  before,  but  I  want  to  take  my  2  or  3  min- 
utes today,  because  all  of  this  comes  home  to  me  personally.  As  I 
am  sure  most  of  you  know,  I  am  still  involved  in  agriculture.  My 
son  is  doing  something  about  the  age  limit,  he  replaced  a  54-year- 
old  with  a  26-year-old,  so  we  are  doing  our  part  there.  But  it  was 
not  too  long  ago,  my  wife  inherited  a  little  property  out  in  your 
part  of  the  country,  Carl,  and  she  became  a  person,  she  did  not  re- 
alize she  was  not  a  person  before  she  inherited  the  property,  but 
she  became  one.  And  she  begins  to  get  these  forms  from  the  ASCS 
office  and  she  said,  "Here,  you  fill  them  out,  I  do  not  understand 
it."  And  the  first  time  I  got  the  502-C  or  whatever  that  number 
is,  that  six-page  one,  I  started  filling  it  out.  I  got  halfway  through 
the  first  page,  I  could  not  answer  the  questions.  I  started  thumbing 
through  it,  my  blood  pressure  began  to  rise,  the  hair  came  up  on 
the  back  of  my  neck.  Why  does  anybody  need  to  know  the  answers 
to  these  questions,  I  thought  to  myself,  when  suddenly  it  dawned 
on  me,  I  helped  write  the  law  that  requires  these  questions  to  be 
asked.  [Laughter.] 

And  Chairman  de  la  Garza,  Neal,  has  instructed  each  of  the  sub- 
committees of  the  House  Ag  Committee  to  work  with  Secretary 
Espy  in  reducing  the  paperwork  requirements,  and  where  he  can 
do  it  administratively  for  us  to  do  everything  in  our  power  to  sup- 
port him.  And  where  it  takes  legislation,  for  us  to  do  the  legislating 
to  make  the  changes,  which  we  know  we  can.  It  is  ridiculous  for 
us  to  have  a  1,000-page  farm  program,  but  it  happens  because 
well-meaning  Members  of  Congress  representing  the  people  in  this 
room  in  often  cases,  come  to  us  with  amendments  and  we  accept 
them,  never  stopping  to  ask  ourselves  what  if  it  is  our  son  that  has 
to  fill  them  out,  what  if  it  is  us  that  has  to  fill  them  out,  what  are 
the  repercussions  that  come  with  a  simple  little  amendment  that 
says  we  should  preserve  our  soil  and  water. 

Now  that  is  part  of  the  problem  that  we  have  and  it  is  part  of 
this  whole  exercise.  I  am  optimistic,  by  the  way,  that  with  the  dedi- 
cation of  the  people  saying  "yes,  it  is  time  to  make  changes."  There 
is  a  total  agreement — at  least  I  have  not  heard  any  objection  to 
starting  at  the  top  where  Secretary  Espy  said  we  should  start — and 
then  come  down.  But  get  ready  for  it  to  affect  the  local  level  too. 
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because  it  has  to  go  from  the  top  to  the  bottom  and  I  think  if  we 
do  it  that  way,  we  will  find  the  support. 

Final  thing,  and  I  do  not  want  an  answer  to  this  today,  but  I 
want  you  to  think  about  it.  Because  we  are  in  an  era  now  in  which 
we  are  going  to  have  to  live  with  much  more  stringent  rules  and 
regulations  as  far  as  the  environment  is  concerned — that  is  a  given, 
that  is  a  fact — ^the  question  is  how  do  we  do  it  in  a  common  sense 
way  to  accomplish  the  goals  without  creating  the  problems  that 
brings  us  here  today.  Working  together  with  you  I  am  confident 
that  we  can  do  it. 

Each  of  you  have  at  one  point  in  your  testimony  acknowledged 
the  necessity  of  having  an  appeals  process  where  you  can  go  and 
get  problems  resolved  by  your  peers  with  an  oversight  to  make  sure 
that  your  peers  are  doing  it  correctly.  Let  us  think  about  how  we 
want  to  see  the  local  committee  system  interact.  Almost  everyone 
here  has  acknowledged,  and  I  give  my  bias  here,  the  ASCS  county 
elected  committee  system  is  a  good  system.  How  do  we  make  that 
same  good  system  work  regarding  SCS,  FmHA,  EPA,  Fish  and 
Wildlife?  How  do  we  interact  those  and  maintain  that  local  coordi- 
nation that  is  so  critical  if  this  is  going  to  work?  How  do  we  do  it? 
I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  that  myself  today,  but  as  we  delib- 
erate and  proceed  in  these  hearings,  I  think  that  has  to  be  one  of 
the  keys.  How  do  we  mesh  all  of  these  entities  under  one  umbrella 
but  maintain  the  autonomy  of  the  various  agencies  under  the 
USDA  flag.  It  is  going  to  be  one  of  the  real  challenges  that  we 
have. 

Mr.  Morrison,  regarding  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administra- 
tion, I  could  take  more  than  my  5  minutes  just  talking  about  the 
frustrations  that  we  have  had  in  my  previous  life  as  the  chairman 
of  the  Livestock,  Dairy,  and  Poultry  Subcommittee,  trying  to  deal 
with  reorganization  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyard  Administration. 
But  usually  the  thing  that  has  stopped  us  has  been  producers'  con- 
cern about  us  going  into  the  act  because  they  believe  that  even 
with  the  problems  they  have — and  many  of  which  you  talked  about 
today — we  can  make  it  worse. 

So  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  that,  on  this  endeavor, 
and  looking  at  it  because  we  have  held  numerous  hearings  on  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act;  it  is  part  of  the  reorganization  ques- 
tion; we  are  going  to  be  looking  very  strictly  and  strongly  at  that. 
Chairman  Volkmer  will  be  working  in  that  endeavor. 

I  thank  each  of  you  for  being  here  today,  and  we  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  in  the  days  and  weeks  and  months  ahead,  as 
we  hopefully  accomplish  most,  if  not  all,  of  what  you  have  asked 
us  to  do. 

We  will  call  panel  2.  Mr.  Frantzen,  Ms.  Roth,  Mr.  Paige,  Ms.  Sut- 
ter, Mr.  Matheson,  Mr.  Kapucian  and  Mr.  Riddle. 

Mr.  Frantzen  is  not  here.  First  we  will  hear  from  Ms.  Roth. 

STATEMENT  OF  RANDI ILYSE  ROTH,  STAFF  ATTORNEY, 
FARMERS'  LEGAL  ACTION  GROUP,  INC. 

Ms.  Roth.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee. 
For  the  record,  my  name  is  Randi  Ilyse  Roth.  I  am  a  staff  attor- 
ney at  Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group  in  St.  Paul,  Minnesota.  On  be- 
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half  of  FLAG,  I  want  to  thank  the  committee  for  giving  us  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  here. 

I  would  like  to  start  by  telling  the  committee  a  little  bit  about 
Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group.  FLAG  is  a  nonprofit  law  firm  dedi- 
cated to  representing  financially  distressed  family  farmers  nation- 
wide. FLAG  began  its  work  in  response  to  the  farm  credit  crisis  of 
the  late  1980's.  FLAG's  six  attorneys  still  work  on  credit  issues,  but 
now  additionally,  we  work  in  other  areas  of  farm  law,  including 
contract  poultry  farming  and  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administra- 
tion issues,  corporate  concentration  in  the  meatpacking  industry, 
race  discrimination  in  Government  lending  programs,  sustainable 
agriculture,  and  the  USD  A  farm  programs  and  conservation  com- 
pliance procedures. 

In  these  areas,  FLAG  provides  services  including  class  action  liti- 
gation, education  and  provision  of  backup  support  for  rural  attor- 
neys nationwide.  FLAG  is  able  to  provide  these  services  in  large 
part  because  of  the  generous  support  of  Farm  Aid. 

I  have  been  asked  to  focus  my  comments  very  narrowly  on  how 
to  improve  FmHA  lending  programs.  When  FLAG  attorneys  train 
groups  of  farmers  all  around  the  country  on  FmHA  legal  issues,  we 
often  start  by  reading  FmHA's  mission  statement.  This  statement 
is  part  of  the  statute  which  you,  as  Members  of  Congress,  voted 
into  law.  It  is  four  sentences  long.  It  says:  "Congress  reaffirms  the 
historical  policy  of  the  United  States  to  foster  and  encourage  the 
family  farm  system  of  agriculture  in  this  country.  Congress  be- 
lieves that  the  maintenance  of  the  family  farm  system  of  agri- 
culture is  essential  to  the  social  well-being  of  the  Nation  and  the 
competitive  production  of  adequate  supplies  of  food  and  fiber.  Con- 
gress further  believes  that  any  significant  expansion  of  nonfamily- 
owned  large-scale  corporate  farming  enterprises  will  be  detrimental 
to  the  national  welfare.  [T]he  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  en- 
sure that — in  carrying  out  the  FmHA  programs^  high  priority  is 
placed  on  keeping  existing  farm  operations  operating." 

Now  farmers  are  usually  very  surprised  to  hear  that  that  actu- 
ally is  the  FmHA  mission  statement.  They  generally  think  of 
FmHA  local  personnel  as  being  neutral  about  whether  farms 
should  survive  or  worse.  Somehow  FmHA's  mission  is  not  effec- 
tively translating  into  a  reality. 

On  behalf  of  Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group,  I  will  suggest  four 
reasons  for  this  problem  and  then  make  recommendations  about 
how  USDA  reorganization  can  address  those  problems. 

Reason  No.  1  that  I  will  suggest  for  why  we  are  having  these 
problems  is  improper  staffing.  As  happens  in  any  large  group  of 
people,  some  percentage  of  the  FmHA  local  people  have  bad  atti- 
tudes. Some  of  them,  for  example,  intend  to  exclude  African-Ameri- 
cans, Native  Americans,  and  other  minority  farmers  from  partici- 
pation in  their  programs.  Others  of  them,  for  example,  may  have 
lost  their  own  farms  and  hold  a  grudge  against  those  who  are  try- 
ing to  survive.  These  local  employees  exercise  their  considerable 
discretion  in  ways  which  work  against  the  mission  of  the  program. 
We  need  employee  evaluation  criteria  and  farmer  complaint  proce- 
dures which  USDA  can  utilize  to  penalize  local  employees  for  im- 
properly exercising  their  discretion. 
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Reason  No.  2  for  the  problems,  an  unfortunate  combination  of 
complicated  rules  and  bad  training.  The  rules  that  they  have  to  fol- 
low in  FmHA  offices  are  extremely  complicated.  There  are  literally 
thousands  of  pages  of  technical  regulations  and  those  are  supple- 
mented by  literally  a  daily  influx  of  administrative  notices  that  tell 
county  people  further  detail  about  how  they  are  supposed  to  do 
their  job.  In  this  difficult  situation,  at  best  local  people  need  great 
training.  And  instead,  what  they  get  is  extremely  ineffective  and 
infrequent  training. 

For  example,  I  was  invited  once  to  participate  in  a  training  for 
local  county  supervisors  in  Minnesota.  I  went  to  the  training.  It 
consisted  of  sitting  for  6  hours  and  listening  to  a  farm  program 
specialist  read  the  regulations  out  loud.  When  the  employees  in  the 
local  offices  have  to  consistently  struggle  just  to  get  a  grip  on  what 
the  rules  are,  it  is  no  wonder  that  they  find  it  hard  to  focus  on  sav- 
ing farms. 

Reason  No.  3  for  the  problems,  some  very  bad  rules.  Under  the 
previous  administration,  some  very  bad  rules  were  implemented  in 
FmHA  programs.  I  will  give  you  just  one  example.  In  April  1992, 
a  rule  came  into  being  which  said  that  now  farmers  must  pledge 
all  available  assets  in  order  to  get  any  FmHA  direct  loan  or  to  get 
any  debt  write-down.  This  means  that  to  get  a  $5,000  crop  loan 
now,  a  farmer  must  pledge  his  or  her  farm,  house,  equipment,  vehi- 
cles, often  the  parents'  house  in  town  and  anything  else  that  they 
own  with  even  a  second,  third,  or  fourth  lien  position  available. 
This  means  that  FmHA  can  end  up  not  just  100  percent  secured, 
but  literally  10,000  percent  secured.  This  is  ridiculous  and  it  makes 
farmers  feel  like  the  agency  is  trying  to  take  away  their  farm  and 
home,  not  trying  to  save  their  farm  and  home.  Explanations  of 
these  and  other  rules  which  should  be  changed  are  cited  in  my 
written  testimony. 

Reason  No.  4  for  the  problems  that  we  are  having,  there  is  not 
enough  money  in  the  direct  loan  programs  and  guaranteed  loans 
are  not  a  workable  alternative.  Even  with  all  the  problems  that 
exist  in  the  direct  loan  program,  farmers  need  FmHA  direct  loans. 
For  thousands  and  thousands  of  farmers,  FmHA  direct  loans  are 
the  only  source  of  credit  that  will  work.  In  the  past  years,  the  ad- 
ministration has  been  viewing  the  guaranteed  loan  program  as  a 
substitute  for  direct  loans,  shifting  money  from  the  direct  loan  pro- 
gram into  the  guaranteed  loan  program.  And  that  simply  does  not 
work.  The  reasons  why  it  does  not  work  are  cited  in  our  written 
testimony  and  in  the  interest  of  time,  I  will  not  go  into  them  now. 

Changes  can  be  made  during  USDA  reorganization  to  fix  these 
problems  and  to  enable  FmHA  to  truly  carry  out  its  mission  of 
keeping  existing  farm  operations  operating.  The  recommendations 
that  Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group  makes  are  explained  in  detail  in 
our  written  testimony,  and  I  will  summarize  them  at  this  time. 

[1]  Increase  funding  for  the  FmHA  direct  loan  program. 

[2]  Take  action  to  stop  racially  discriminatory  lending  and  loan 
servicing  practices. 

[3]  Address  the  problems  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program. 

[4]  Institute  an  effective  training  program  for  local  FmHA  em- 
ployees. 
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[5]  Promulgate  new,  final  direct  loan  debt  restructuring  and 
lending  regulations  which  make  sense. 

[6]  Conduct  the  new  freeze  and  review  procedure,  which  Mr. 
Rohland  spoke  about,  in  accordance  with  these  new  rules. 

[7]  Evaluate  FmHA  employees  according  to  guidelines  which  will 
encourage  them  to  try  to  save  farms. 

And  finally,  and  this  is  not  on  the  written  testimony,  we  would 
like  to  see  changes  in  the  FmHA  appeals  procedure  to  make  it 
independent,  to  make  it  sort  of  a  one-stop  shop  between  FmHA, 
ASCS,  SCS  and  the  other  agencies,  and  to  make  appeals  decisions 
enforceable.  Those  issues  are  not  addressed  in  this  written  testi- 
mony; however,  our  office  testified  yesterday  before  the  House  Gov- 
ernment Operations  Committee,  and  we  will  make  that  testimony 
which  explains  the  appeals  issues  in  detail,  part  of  the  record  at 
this  hearing  as  well. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Roth  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Paige. 

STATEMENT  OF  RALPH  PAIGE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  FED- 
ERATION OF  SOUTHERN  COOPERATIVES/LAND  ASSISTANCE 
FUND 

Mr.  Paige.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  am  Ralph  Paige,  executive 
director  of  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives  and  Land  As- 
sistance Fund.  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  address  you  on  be- 
half of  the  25,000  low-income  member  families  in  the  rural  South 
who  are  affiliated  with  our  organization. 

I  commend  this  committee  for  holding  the  hearing  here  and  espe- 
cially in  conjunction  with  Willie  Nelson  and  Farm  Aid.  It  makes  it 
even  more  important  because  we  have  farmers  from  throughout  the 
country  here  listening  and  having  the  opportunity  to  attend  the 
hearing,  some  which  may  not  have  that  opportunity  at  other  times, 
at  other  hearings.  So  it  is  very  important  to  us. 

The  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance  Fund 
is  the  primary  organization  working  with  African  American  family 
farmers  in  the  rural  South.  We  work  with  10,000  farm  families  in 
the  South.  Our  program  has  three  major  goals: 

[1]  The  preservation,  retention,  and  sustainable  development  of 
the  remaining  land  base  owned  by  black  farmers  in  the  South. 

[2]  The  organization  and  development  of  cooperatives  and  credit 
unions  as  a  self-help  community  economic  development  strategy  to 
assist  family  farmers  and  other  low-income  people. 

[3]  Advocacy  for  pubUc  policy  change  to  assist  family  farmers  and 
the  rural  poor  in  maintaining  and  improving  their  lives  and  com- 
munities. 

African  American  and  other  family  farmers  are  facing  severe 
problems  of  survival  in  rural  America.  In  1920,  over  1  million  black 
people  were  engaged  in  agriculture  in  the  rural  South.  Although 
many  were  tenant  farmers  and  sharecroppers,  black  farmers  owned 
and  operated  15  million  acres  of  land.  By  1960,  due  to  fraud,  chica- 
nery, and  discrimination,  only  100,000  black  farm  operators  owning 
6  million  acres  remained.  The  most  recent  census  of  agriculture — 
1987— showed  that  the  economic  factors,  droughts,  foreclosures. 
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and  continued  discrimination  had  reduced  the  number  of  black 
farmers  to  only  25,000  owning  less  than  2.3  million  acres  of  land. 
And  in  America,  I  think  that  is  a  real  problem.  We  see  the  results 
in  California,  we  see  the  results  in  other  inner  cities  where  we 
have  major  problems  because  it  is  reducing  the  tax  base  to  owner- 
ship and  self-esteem  of  our  communities. 

Each  day,  African-Americans  are  still  losing  1,000  acres  of  land. 
In  terms  of  wealth,  at  a  conservative  value  of  $750  per  acre,  the 
African-Ainerican  community  is  losing  over  $300  million  in  irre- 
placeable equity  resources  annually.  In  1982,  the  U.S.  Civil  Rights 
Commission,  in  a  report  entitled  "The  Decline  of  Black  Farming  in 
America"  said,  "Unless  Government  policies  of  neglect  and  dis- 
crimination are  changed,  there  may  be  no  black  farmers  by  the 
year  2000  *     *     *." 

And  in  a  subsequent  study  that  looked  into  this,  and  I  believe 
it  was  with  the  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Operations  confirmed  that  these  conditions  have  not  im- 
proved. That  was  in  1990.  That  report  stated,  "By  1978,  the  rate 
of  loss  for  blacks  increased  to  57.3  percent,  2^2  times  the  rate  of 
loss  for  white-owned  land  in  this  country." 

The  conclusion  of  the  1990  report  states  "The  committee  finds 
that  ironically  FmHA  has  been  a  catalyst  in  the  decline  of  minority 
farming  *  *  *  little  has  changed  since  1982  and  the  publication 
of  the  Civil  Rights  Commission's  report."  The  Department  of  Agri- 
culture and  its  agencies  since  1982  have  been  engaged  in  actions 
which  will  make  the  Civil  Rights  Commission's  projection  into  a 
self-fulfilling  prophecy. 

The  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives  is  gravely  concerned 
that  in  the  current  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  and  especially 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  that  many  of  the  long-standing 
problems  of  the  agency  will  be  overlooked.  We  are  concerned  that 
the  studies  of  the  impact  of  the  USDA  programs  and  agencies  on 
African-American  and  other  farmers  of  color  which  were  authorized 
in  section  2501  of  the  1990  FACT  Act  have  never  been  funded, 
never  been  implemented  or  completed.  That  act  called  for  $10  mil- 
lion to  be  put  in  the  budget  to  deal  with  some  of  the  problems  of 
socially  disadvantaged  farmers.  That  was  never  put  in  under  the 
last  administration.  Hopefully  this  administration  will  take  the  op- 
portunity to  put  it  in  there.  I  think  that  is  very  little  that  we  can 
put  forth  to  solve  a  problem  of  this  magnitude  that  is  grounded  in 
what  is  happening  throughout  this  country.  You  know,  they  give 
more  respect  to  the  spotted  owl  than  they  do  black  farmers  in  this 
country.  That  is  very  little  money  to  even  throw  at  it  and  I  think 
it  is  a  travesty  that  that  would  happen.  More  must  be  done  than 
the  $10  milHon. 

There  were  studies  put  in  to  report  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture on  the  effects  of  the  programs,  to  see  how  the  loans  were 
doing,  how  each  office  was  operating.  None  of  those  studies  was 
chosen  to  be  put  into  the  Department  during  the  last  administra- 
tion. I  am  sure  Secretary  Espy  will  address  this  in  time  and  that 
is  the  challenge  for  us  to  move  forward  addressing  the  rationale  be- 
hind section  2501. 

We  support  the  continuance  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  as 
the  primary  agency  to  serve  the  credit  needs  of  farmers,  rural  low- 
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income  people,  and  depressed  rural  communities  as  the  lender  of 
last  resort.  We  are  fearful  that  if  Farmers  Home  is  not  left  intact, 
with  a  full  array  of  farm,  housing,  and  development  credit,  it  will 
lose  its  effectiveness  as  the  rural  lender  of  last  resort.  In  most 
cases  we  have  experienced,  Farmers  Home  is  the  only  lender  to  re- 
sort to  in  most  rural  communities. 

In  most  cases  black  farmers  do  not  have  access  to  banks  and 
commercial  credit.  The  guaranteed  loan  versus  direct  loan  is  of  key 
importance  to  African-American  farmers.  We  do  not  have  the  cred- 
it, the  experience,  the  history  to  get  loans  from  banks,  even  with 
the  guarantee.  It  is  important  to  save  black  farmers  and  for  all  the 
family  farmers,  that  more  direct  funds  be  placed  there  and  Farm- 
ers Home  be  kept  intact  as  the  lender  of  last  resort.  It  is  important 
to  rural  communities.  I  do  not  see  some  of  the  things  that  has  been 
talked  about  by  the  new  administration,  community  banks  and 
lenders  going  to  some  of  the  small  and  the  poorest  communities  in 
this  country.  We  work  in  100  of  the  poorest  counties  of  this  country 
that  will  have  no  other  resources  other  than  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration. So  I  beg  of  you  to  make  sure  that  those  moneys  are 
kept  there  as  direct  loans.  Guarantees  will  not  work.  It  may  help 
you  as  Congressmen  balance  the  budget,  it  will  do  nothing  for  fam- 
ily farmers  to  help  them  balance  their  budgets  and  stay  on  the 
farm.  That  is  important  that  we  do  this. 

I  think  if  we  could  do  family  farmers  and  black  farmers  like  we 
are  doing  in  Poland,  Russia,  and  other  places.  We  are  dumping 
money  left  and  right  to  save  those  countries.  That  is  right,  we  need 
to  promote  democracy.  But  we  need  to  promote  democracy  in  our 
own  backyard  and  in  these  rural  communities  that  are  very  poor 
and  that  cannot  afford  some  of  the  things  that  are  being  pushed 
on  them  through  Farmers  Home  and  USDA. 

You  know,  it  is  easy,  and  I  think  it  is  an  opportune  time  now 
for  this  administration  to  do  something  at  Farmers  Home.  There 
are  a  lot  of  small  things  that  can  happen;  policy,  and  other  things 
that  the  Department  can  do.  You  know,  moving  the  office  under 
one  roof  is  one  thing.  In  some  cases  it  will  be  put  where  farmers 
cannot  get  to  it,  it  will  cost  farmers  to  go  to  it  on  a  daily  basis. 
That  is  one  thing.  The  other  thing  is  there  are  things  that  can  be 
done.  We  talk  about  farmer  friendly,  many  of  you,  I  agree  with  you, 
it  should  be  farmer  friendly  to  everybody;  black  farmers  as  well, 
farmers  of  color,  women.  It  should  be  farmer  friendly,  but  it  should 
be — let  us  look  at  the  various  committees  in  USDA,  the  credit  com- 
mittees with  Farmers  Home,  the  ASCS  committees.  How  many 
people  of  color?  We  do  not  have  opportunities,  I  can  cite  you  case 
after  case  where  discriminative  practices  have  taken  place  that 
kept  black  people  from  being  elected  in  those  particular  offices.  So 
we  must  look  at  it  from  the  top  down,  look  at  the  jobs,  how  many 
minorities  are  in  jobs  in  making  decisions  of  importance  about 
farming  in  those  communities.  I  think  we  can  do  a  lot  to  clean  it 
up. 

The  appeal  process.  The  appeals  are  wholesale  turned  over  after 
a  farmer  goes  in  and  win  an  appeal,  the  local  office  has  the  right 
to  turn  it  over  and  nothing  is  done  about  it. 

There  are  many,  many  things — late  loans.  This  year,  I  grant  you, 
right  now  farmers  in  this  area  are  beginning  to  farm,  the  weather 
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is  clearing  up.  Back  home  they  have  already  started  and  loans — 
they  put  in  loans  as  early  as  December  and  have  not  had  even  a 
courtesy  of  saying  that  we  are  going  to  loan  it  to  you.  So  some  kind 
of  policy,  decisionmaking,  doing  things  with  expediency  is  impor- 
tant to  keeping  family  farmers  there.  Tearing  up  that  system  may 
not  be  the  answer,  but  making  it  work,  making  people  be  respon- 
sible and  accountable  to  delivering  services  to  those  folks  in  those 
communities  that  need  it  the  most  is  important  in  delivering  serv- 
ice. If  we  would  do  that,  I  think  we  would  see  immediate  changes, 
and  I  think  we  need  to  work  with  the  advocacy  groups  who  are  in 
fact  delivering  these  services  and  helping  with  that. 

I  could  go  on  and  on,  but  I  would  like  to  thank  you  very  much 
for  allowing  me  to  speak  with  you  today.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Paige  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mrs.  Sutter. 

STATEMENT  OF  MARJEAN  SUTTER,  CHAIR,  PRAIRIEFIRE 
RURAL  ACTION 

Mrs.  Sutter.  My  name  is  MarJean  Sutter.  I  serve  as  Chair  of 
PrairieFire  Rural  Action,  an  organization  committed  to  revitalizing 
family  farm  agriculture  and  rural  communities.  My  husband  Don, 
our  son  Kenney,  daughter-in-law  Leanne  and  I  farm  in  Marion 
County — about  25  miles  southeast  of  Des  Moines.  I  want  to  thank 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  this  committee.  I  want  to  wel- 
come you  all  to  Iowa — the  breadbasket  and  the  supermarket  of  the 
world.  ADM,  which  claims  to  be  the  supermarket  of  the  world,  has 
a  case  of  mistaken  corporate  identity. 

The  farmers  who  survived  the  Reagan-Bush  years,  for  the  most 
part  without  significant  governmental  assistance,  still  have  more 
things  to  contend  with  than  meets  an  ordinary  person's  eye. 

The  administration  of  the  SCS  is  a  prime  example  of  the  prob- 
lems facing  farmers.  As  farmers,  we  take  care  of  our  land  without 
being  forced  to  do  so  by  the  Crovemment  and  the  environmental- 
ists. The  SCS  is  supposed  to  help  us  by  providing  cost  share  for  50 
percent  of  the  terracing,  tiling,  and  other  improvements.  They  do 
not.  Right  now,  they  pay  50  percent  of  what  they  want  done,  not 
the  whole  project,  and  it  is  a  maximum  of  $5,000.  To  conform  to 
the  SCS  requirements,  a  farmer  might  have  to  spend  an  additional 
$10,000,  and  needless  to  say  some  of  this  work  has  gone  undone. 

SCS  also  needs  to  be  more  mindful  of  how  agriculture  is  different 
in  different  regions.  Things  that  work  in  Georgia  do  not  necessarily 
work  here  and  things  that  work  in  Iowa  will  not  necessarily  work 
in  Nebraska.  Iowa  farms  are  made  up  of  a  lot  of  small  fields,  not 
a  few  big  ones  like  other  areas  of  the  United  States. 

FmHA  is  clearly  another  major  source  of  problems  for  farmers, 
particularly  young  farmers.  Even  with  the  passage  of  the  Begin- 
ning Farmer  and  Rancher  Credit  Act  this  spring,  very  few  young 
farmers  qualify  for  credit.  And,  because  of  tax,  inheritance,  and  the 
FmHA  rules  in  particular,  very  few  young  farmers  can  buy  farms 
and  especially  from  their  families.  In  Iowa,  we  are  proud  of  farms 
that  have  been  in  the  families  for  centuries.  With  rules  the  way 
they  are  now,  we  will  not  have  very  many  century  farms  in  the  fu- 
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ture.  I  am  afraid  we  are  losing  our  best  resources,  which  is  our 
young  people. 

But  when  it  comes  down  to  the  real  daily  problems  facing  farm- 
ers with  the  USDA  bureaucracy,  no  one  can  beat  the  ASCS  for 
complex  rules  and  regulations.  No  ordinary  farmer  that  tries  to 
keep  up  with  changes  in  ASCS  rules  can  know  all  the  details  and 
specifics.  Different  Grovemment  agencies  require  us  to  keep  records 
in  so  many  different  ways,  it  is  difficult  to  keep  everything 
straight.  For  FCIC,  we  have  to  separate  all  the  land  we  farm  into 
sections  as  listed  in  the  county  plat  book.  The  ASCS  gives  each 
farm  a  specific  farm  number.  If  we  have  a  crop  loss  on  the  one  and 
that  crosses  section  or  farm  boundaries,  the  complexities  of  settling 
a  claim  and  getting  fair  compensation  from  FCIC  Eire  impossible, 
and  we  usually  end  up  losing  money  as  a  result.  Nothing  seems  to 
fit  the  farmer.  When  the  farmer  goes  in  there,  he  or  she  is  auto- 
matically the  enemy.  If  the  farmer  does  not  understand  the  Grov- 
emment rules,  tempers  flare  and  feelings  get  hurt. 

Some  ASCS  rules  are  just  not  practical.  If  you  have  more  than 
one  farm  certified  with  the  ASCS,  you  are  supposed  to  keep  accu- 
rate records  of  how  much  grain  came  off  of  each  farm.  When  you 
are  filling  a  20,000  bushel  bin  at  harvest  time,  you  cannot  stop  har- 
vesting com  between  farms,  run  home  and  mark  the  grain  level  in 
a  bin  to  show  how  much  exactly  came  off  each  section. 

We  used  to  go  to  the  ASCS  office  and  see  two  or  three  people 
working.  Now,  after  the  Paperwork  Reduction  Act,  and  the  intro- 
duction of  computers  to  help  the  ASCS  be  more  efficient,  I  have 
counted  as  many  as  10  people  working  in  the  same  office.  On  top 
of  that,  we  have  more  forms  to  fill  out  and  both  ASCS  staff  and 
farmers  are  just  as  confused  as  we  ever  were. 

Recently,  the  ASCS  decided  that  farmers  were  cheating  on  the 
sale  of  grain  they  sealed  to  the  Government.  Now,  instead  of  the 
farmer  paying  the  ASCS  office  for  sealed  grain  they  sell,  the  ASCS 
gets  checks  directly  from  the  elevator,  takes  out  the  amount  of 
money  for  sealed  grain,  sends  a  check  back  to  the  elevator,  then 
the  elevator  sends  a  check  to  us.  It  might  take  us  a  week  or  two 
before  we  see  any  money  from  the  grain  we  have  sold.  Between  the 
ASCS  staff  time,  the  elevator  staff  time,  our  time,  and  the  money 
lost  by  us,  this  change  in  the  rules  is  costing  taxpayers  a  lot.  And 
to  do  what?  To  stop  farmers  from  cheating,  who  according  to  Iowa's 
ASCS  Director,  were  not  cheating  before.  No  money  was  lost  in  the 
Com  Belt  from  this  kind  of  cheating,  but  now  all  of  us  have  to  pay 
the  price  of  the  dishonesty  of  a  few. 

There  are  so  many  rules  and  regulations  and  so  many  changes, 
ordinary  farmers  cannot  keep  up.  There  is  a  corn  base,  there  is  a 
wheat  base,  and  an  oat  base  on  different  farms  we  rent.  We  used 
to  plant  around  30  acres  of  wheat  every  year  and  rotate  from  farm 
to  farm  to  help  control  erosion  and  weeds.  One  year  by  mistake,  we 
planted  wheat  on  a  farm  with  no  wheat  base.  We  went  in  to  certify 
our  planted  acres,  we  realized  we  had  made  a  mistake.  The  office 
said  to  destroy  or  plow  the  wheat  up — which  it  was  too  late — or  we 
would  lose  all  the  crop  subsidies  on  all  of  our  farms.  As  farmers 
we  could  not  go  out  and  destroy  that  wheat  that  we  had  taken  care 
of  all  season.  We  called  USDA  in  DC  and  told  them  we  would  com- 
bine the  wheat,  we  would  sell  it,  give  them  the  check  or  donate  it 
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to  charity.  They  said  no,  there  were  no  provisions  in  the  farm  bill 
to  accommodate  that.  So  we  destroyed  it. 

We  feel  the  Government  does  not  trust  us  and  does  not  treat  us 
like  people.  Farmers  are  people  and  people  make  mistakes.  We  do 
not  make  mistakes  intentionally  and  we  want  to  make  things  right. 
Whether  we  make  mistakes  or  the  ASCS  makes  mistakes,  it  goes 
down  on  our  record  as  something  we  did  wrong.  If  we  make  mis- 
takes, it  takes  a  long  time  for  the  agency  to  fix  things,  if  they  ever 
do.  When  they  make  mistakes  like  the  time  that  we  got  a  check 
by  accident,  we  were  expected  to  drop  everything  and  make  a  trip 
to  return  the  check  the  next  day.  Where  is  the  fairness.  We  re- 
turned the  check. 

But  the  bottom  line  in  U.S.  farm  policy  is  still  as  simple  and 
straightforward  as  it  has  always  been.  We  need  to  get  the  loan  rate 
up  to  the  cost  of  production.  We  want  a  decent  return  for  our  work. 
We  are  tired  out  here,  we  are  older  farmers,  58  and  above,  and  it 
will  not  be  too  many  years,  if  things  are  not  straightened  out,  that 
this  country  is  going  to  be  hungry  and  we  are  working  for  nothing. 
Right  now,  we  are  living  on  our  shrinking  equity  and  our  children's 
inheritance,  we  are  not  adding  anything,  we  are  just  taking. 

I  hope  that  this  subcommittee,  the  new  Congress,  and  the  admin- 
istration will  stop;  repeating  all  the  old  noises  and  false  promises 
to  change  the  system  and  take  definitive  action  to  do  so.  The  farm 
agencies  and  programs  have  to  be  streamlined  to  serve  family 
farmers,  not  bureaucrats  and  corporate  agribusiness.  We  finally 
have  an  opportunity  to  make  the  changes  needed  to  revitalize  fam- 
ily farm  agriculture  and  rural  communities.  Let  us  get  moving. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mrs.  Sutter  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Matheson. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  W.  MATHESON,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  FARMER  ELECTED  COMMITTEEMEN 

Mr.  Matheson.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee,  it  is  a  privilege  and  an  honor  to  offer  both  written  and 
oral  testimony  for  the  National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Com- 
mitteemen before  this  subcommittee. 

My  name  is  Frank  Matheson,  a  dairy  farmer  from  Massachu- 
setts. 

At  field  hearings  in  the  fall  of  1992,  farmers  and  ranchers  ex- 
pressed concern  for  the  maintenance  of  local  control  of  farm  pro- 
grams. Also,  the  need  for  reduced  paperwork  required  to  be  eligible 
for  program  benefits.  We  need  a  change  in  USDA  at  levels  above 
the  county  committee,  not  on  the  local  level.  You  people  on  the  sub- 
committee are  unique.  You  care,  you  are  out  here  talking  with  us 
plain  farmers.  You  were  elected  by  your  peers  because  of  your  in- 
telligence, concern  for  the  working  people,  and  the  respect  of  your 
constituents. 

Farmers  in  back  of  me  stand  up,  wave  your  hat.  We  are  a  little 
concerned  about  this  reorganization,  that  is  why  we  are  here. 

We  have  the  same  commitment  that  you  have.  The  county  com- 
mittee is  not  unlike  your  committee,  but  in  a  much  more  narrow, 
focused  way.  We  are  the  family  farmers.  We  have  been  up  this  road 
every  single  day  because  we  farm  for  a  living.  We  work  every  day 
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at  it,  we  are  trusted  by  our  peers  in  order  to  be  elected  to  the  coun- 
ty committee. 

The  county  committee  commitment  goes  far  beyond  words  be- 
cause agriculture  is  our  every  moment  of  life.  My  children  are  the 
ninth  generation  on  our  family  farm.  Now  that  is  a  commitment. 
As  farmers,  we  are  no  better  than  the  whiz  kids  from  Washington, 
nor  are  we  any  worse  a  human  being.  We  do  the  work — look  at  our 
hands.  We  know  the  problems.  We  would  not  be  here  if  we  did  not 
know  how  to  conserve  the  soil  and  the  water.  A  computer  does  not 
have  that  commitment.  Do  not  send  a  regulator  to  tell  us  how  to 
run  our  family  farms. 

Let  me  tell  you  a  little  bit  about  the  National  Association  of 
Farmer  Elected  Committeemen.  NAFEC  has  been  fighting  for  agri- 
culture since  1965,  after  having  been  organized  right  here  in  Iowa. 
NAFEC  says  all  segments  of  agriculture  must  be  healthy,  because 
history  proves  economic  depressions  are  farm  fed  and  farm  led.  The 
purpose  and  objectives  of  NAFEC  are: 

To  increase  farm  income  to  parity  with  nonfarm  income;  to  pre- 
serve the  family  farm;  to  eradicate  rural  poverty;  to  promote  agri- 
cultural products;  to  build  and  conserve  soil,  water,  and  forestry  re- 
sources; and  to  expand  export  markets. 

And  yes,  also  to  support  programs  to  better  work  for  our  county 
ASCS  employees. 

Not  $1  of  tax  money  goes  to  support  NAFEC,  its  officers  or  its 
programs.  NAFEC  annually  testifies  for  ACP  funds  before  the  Ap- 
propriations Committee.  NAFEC  supports  a  USDA  review,  paper- 
work reduction,  collocation  of  county  offices.  NAFEC  supports  ex- 
pansion of  farmer  elected  committee  authority  and  responsibility  to 
administrate  all  farm  programs;  conservation,  loan,  and  insurance 
programs.  NAFEC  discourages  wasteful  duplication  between  agen- 
cies. The  farmer  elected  committee  system  is  60  years  old.  Do  not 
throw  the  baby  out  with  the  bath  water. 

ASCS  is  not  civil  service.  Yes,  curb  excesses;  yes,  less  bureauc- 
racy. NAFEC  stands  ready  to  work  with  the  committee.  Secretary 
Espy  and  all  to  support  the  committee  system  with  educational  ef- 
forts as  new  and  even  more  important  duties  are  assigned  to  the 
farmer  elected  committee. 

Please,  Congress  and  USDA,  do  not  take  this  honored  system 
away  from  the  local  family  farm. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Matheson  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Kapucian. 

STATEMENT  OF  TIM  L.  KAPUCIAN,  PRESIDENT,  IOWA  PORK 
PRODUCERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Kapucian.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  other  distin- 
guished members  of  the  committee.  I  have  the  privilege  today  to 
speak  to  you  on  behalf  of  the  20,000  members  of  the  Iowa  Pork 
Producers  Association. 

I  am  a  farmer  from  Benton  County  in  eastern  Iowa,  I  am  about 
85  miles  from  home.  I  have  an  average  to  small — small  to  average 
size  finish  hog  operation,  a  beef  cow  herd,  and  raise  com,  beans, 
oats,  and  hay. 
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I  would  like  to  commend  the  committee  and  Secretary  Espy  for 
moving  forward  the  process  of  improving  efficiency  and  reducing 
costs  in  the  operation  of  USD  A.  I  try  to  do  that  on  my  own  farm 
every  day  with  varying  degrees  of  success. 

During  the  course  of  your  deliberations  in  the  next  several 
months,  you  will  receive  many  detailed  recommendations  regarding 
Department  reorganization.  Because  our  time  today  is  limited,  my 
comments  on  restructuring  will  be  more  general.  I  would,  however, 
also  like  to  emphasize  two  other  issues  that  must  have  a  high  pri- 
ority in  USDA's  long-range  focus:  Environmental  programs  and 
food  safety  and  inspection. 

On  restructuring  itself,  pork  producers  are  committed  to  USDA 
remaining  a  strong  and  effective  Cabinet  level  agency.  The  indus- 
tries that  produce  our  food  products  are  too  important  to  our  Na- 
tion's health  and  security  for  the  various  USDA  functions  to  be 
split  up  among  other  Federal  agencies.  From  the  farm  standpoint, 
USDA  is  the  most  important,  and  in  some  cases,  the  only  link  be- 
tween the  farm  and  Washington,  DC.  USDA  must  be  a  powerful 
voice  for  America's  farmers  among  policymakers  in  Washington. 
We  will  vigorously  support  your  efforts  in  this  regard. 

We  do  know  there  is  a  large  opportunity  for  savings  and  in- 
creased efficiency  in  USDA,  as  in  all  other  Government  agencies. 
At  the  field  level,  USDA  offices  in  many  counties  are  already  collo- 
cated and  have  realized  increased  efficiencies.  So,  in  many  coun- 
ties, one-stop  shopping  is  already  reality.  However,  further  moves 
toward  regionalized  offices  must  be  carefully  evaluated  to  deter- 
mine their  impacts  on  effective  implementation  of  programs.  It  may 
be  that  additional  cross-training  of  local  personnel  can  improve  effi- 
ciency and  still  provide  the  level  of  localized,  farmer-friendly  serv- 
ice required  for  effective  program  implementation.  Also,  the  system 
of  farmer-elected  county  and  area  committees  provides  USDA  the 
ability  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  the  Department's  clientele  in  a 
way  unlike  many  other  Federal  agencies. 

With  regard  to  USDA's  long-range  focus,  two  areas  where  farm- 
er-producer activities  are  most  closely  watched  by  consumers  are 
the  environment  and  food  safety. 

Continued  progress  in  addressing  environmental  impacts  will 
play  a  crucial  role  in  determining  the  success  of  agricultural  pro- 
ducers and  the  willingness  of  policymakers  to  allow  USDA  to  take 
the  lead  on  this  issue.  For  our  industry  specifically,  proper  han- 
dling and  utilization  of  soil  nutrients  in  manure  will  largely  define 
our  impact  on  the  environment,  and  our  long-term  economic  sus- 
tainability  as  well.  As  an  example  of  an  area  where  USDA  could 
emphasize  its  role,  producers  currently  utilize  the  SCS  for  proper 
design  of  manure  handling  structures.  With  additional  training, 
SCS  could  logically  expand  into  the  related  area  of  land  application 
and  nutrient  management.  Designing  and  implementing  appro- 
priate land  application  practices  that  allow  the  producer  to  remain 
in  compliance  with  soil  conservation  requirements,  and  still  be  a 
good  neighbor,  must  be  a  high  priority.  Perhaps  the  administration 
of  related  cost-share  programs  might  also  be  handled  by  the  same 
personnel. 

We  believe  USDA,  as  opposed  to  other  agencies,  must  take  the 
major  leadership  role  in  the  environmental  issues  which  affect 
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farmers.  Using  the  local  office  structure  and  a  strong  educational 
and  research  approach,  USDA  can  have  a  far  greater  impact  on  the 
environment  than  any  other  agency  which  might  use  only  a  regu- 
latory approach.  SCS  could  put  environmental  programs  for  agri- 
culture on  the  ground  far  more  quickly  and  efficiently  than  if  these 
responsibilities  were  taken  away  from  USDA.  The  service  will  also 
play  a  vital  role  as  a  sort  of  scientific  liaison  for  agriculture  with 
other  scientific  agencies  and  organizations. 

On  the  matter  of  food  safety,  we  commend  Secretary  Espy  along 
with  FSIS  and  APHIS  for  their  dihgence  in  responding  to  the  cur- 
rent consumer  concern  about  meat  inspection.  Their  efforts  to  bring 
the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  into  a  new  era  must  move 
forward. 

Within  the  USDA,  we  believe  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection 
Service  should  be  maintained  under  the  same  Assistant  Secretary 
configuration  with  other  USDA  inspection  services.  To  combine  this 
crucial  agency  under  an  Assistant  Secretary  who  is  also  responsible 
for  the  huge  food  stamp  and  human  nutrition  programs,  could  have 
the  effect  of  diluting  the  focus  on  meat  inspection  and  food  safety. 
These  issues  are  too  important  to  consumers  and  too  vital  to  our 
future  as  producers,  for  us  to  risk  any  loss  of  focus  on  food  safety. 

Again,  we  recognize  more  efficiency  can  be  wrung  out  of  USDA 
as  it  exists  today.  Collocation  of  county  level  USDA  agencies  makes 
sense.  Moving  a  step  further,  toward  regionalizing  offices,  must  be 
looked  at  more  carefully  because  of  the  potential  negative  impact 
on  program  participation.  And  USDA  should  take  the  lead  and  ex- 
pand its  role  in  the  nutrient  management  area  and  continue  its 
present  focus  on  modernizing  food  safety  and  inspection. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  be  pleased  to  try  and  answer 
any  questions  at  the  appropriate  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kapucian  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Riddle. 

STATEMENT  OF  KEVIN  R.  RIDDLE,  PRODUCER,  ON  BEHALF  OF 
SUNKIST  GROWERS,  INC. 

Mr.  Riddle.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  thank 
you  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to  share  with  you  verbally  the 
written  testimony  that  has  been  given.  This  will  be  a  somewhat 
condensed  version  of  that. 

My  name  is  Kevin  Riddle,  I  am  a  resident  of  Orosi,  California, 
located  in  the  heart  of  the  great  central  valley  of  California  and 
this  is  where  I  grow  navel  oranges  and  other  citrus  fruits.  I  am 
here  on  behalf  of  the  6,500  farmers,  mostly  small  farmers,  owning 
less  than  40  acres,  who  make  up  the  Sunkist  cooperative.  I  appre- 
ciate the  opportunity  to  talk  with  you  about  the  challenges  facing 
our  members  and  all  small  farmers  as  we  near  the  21st  century. 

I  am  especially  honored  to  be  here  in  the  birthplace  of  our 
Sunkist  trademark.  I  am  hopeful  that  today  will  mark  a  beginning 
of  a  renewed  and  strengthened  relationship  between  the  Clinton 
administration.  Congress,  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  with 
our  Sunkist  cooperative  and  small  farmers  across  the  Nation. 

President  Kennedy  may  have  captured  the  small  farmer's  di- 
lemma best.  "The  farmer,"  President  Kennedy  once  explained,  "is 


182 

the  only  man  who  buys  everything  he  buys  at  retail,  sells  every- 
thing he  sells  at  wholesale,  and  pays  the  freight  both  ways." 

For  100  years,  the  Sunkist  cooperative  has  attempted  to  redress 
this  imbalance  by  pooling  the  resources  of  small  farmers.  And  our 
concern  for  the  challenges  facing  the  family  farmer  is  why  we  are 
proud  to  be  a  part  of  Farm  Aid. 

Today,  the  Sunkist  cooperative  works  for  farmers  and  consumers 
by  helping  stabilize  prices  and  assuring  a  steady  supply  of  top 
quality  of  citrus  fruit. 

I  would  like  to  take  a  moment  to  praise  the  good  work  of  the  pro- 
fessional career  employees  within  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service, 
the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  which  did  so  much 
to  control  the  Mediterranean  fruit  fly,  and  the  Agriculture  Market- 
ing Service.  Government  workers  are  often  criticized  and  it  is  easy 
to  complain.  But  both  my  personal  experience  and  that  of  our  coop- 
erative, Sunkist,  shows  that  these  agencies  serve  as  a  model  for  all 
of  Government.  The  Government  employees  are  fair,  honest,  cour- 
teous, and  hard-working.  I  hope  that  these  agencies'  resources  will 
not  be  diminished  by  any  reorganization  of  the  Agriculture  Depart- 
ment. If  anything,  they  should  be  elevated  and  their  funding  se- 
cured. 

I  would  also  like  to  say  a  word  about  the  market  promotion  pro- 
gram, or  MPP.  The  American  farmer's  ability  to  export  has  been 
a  constant  pillar  of  the  U.S.  economy.  Overseas  sales  by  our  co-op 
alone  draw  upwards  of  250  million  foreign  dollars  into  the  U.S. 
economy  each  year.  We  should  build  on  this  export  success  by  ex- 
panding initiatives  like  the  MPP.  It  is  estimated  that  the  $200  mil- 
lion that  the  MPP  program  costs  is  responsible  for  up  to  $1.4  bil- 
lion in  annual  agricultural  sales,  a  7  to  1  return  on  investment. 

The  debate  over  MPP  illustrates  how  shifts  in  Government  pol- 
icy, even  seemingly  small  changes  in  obscure  regulations  can  quick- 
ly tip  the  balance  and  turn  a  good  season  into  a  disaster.  For  the 
family  farmer,  the  line  between  profit  and  failure  is  often  a  very 
thin  one.  With  budget-cutting  and  political  favor,  the  small  farmer 
is  at  a  special  risk  because  our  increasingly  urban  population  may 
be  too  quick  to  remove  the  farmers'  safety  net  in  the  name  of  fru- 
gality. 

Having  strayed  from  their  rural  roots,  the  American  people  must 
be  reeducated  about  the  economic  reality  of  farming.  Until  well  into 
this  century,  the  vast  majority  of  Americans  lived  in  farm  comniu- 
nities  and  knew  first-hand  how  farmers'  fortunes  rose  and  fell  with 
the  whim  of  mother  nature  and  how  powerful  interests  controlled 
the  price  of  goods  farmers  bought  and  sold. 

Today,  the  farm  is  a  distant  place  that  few  Americans  really  un- 
derstand. It  is  time  for  the  Congress,  the  Clinton  administration, 
and  Secretary  Espy  to  lead  a  reeducation  effort.  The  Ag  Depart- 
ment must  do  more  than  manage  farm  programs,  it  must  become 
the  farmers'  ambassador  to  the  American  public,  telling  the  real 
story  of  life  on  the  farm  and  challenging  the  misguided  notion  that 
farm  programs  are  a  form  of  welfare. 

The  public  needs  better  education  about  farm  programs.  In  the 
case  of  fresh  citrus,  that  means  something  called  a  marketing 
order.  It  allow  us,  without  cost  to  the  Gk)vernment,  to  manage  the 
supply  of  fresh  fruit  each  season.  As  you  know,  the  good  Lord  var- 
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ies  the  supply  of  oranges  and  lemons  each  year.  Therefore,  very 
flexible  plans  such  as  the  marketing  order  are  essential  to  our  in- 
dustry. The  total  crop  is  sold  each  season.  The  marketing  order 
provisions  merely  allow  us  to  make  sure  as  many  oranges  and  lem- 
ons as  possible  reach  the  American  consumer. 

In  order  for  the  American  consumer  to  have  an  abundant  supply 
of  oranges  and  lemons,  it  is  necessary  for  us  farmers  to  make  a 
reasonable  income.  The  marketing  order  program  makes  that  pos- 
sible. 

Those  of  us  at  Sunkist  want  to  be  in  the  vanguard  of  this  reedu- 
cation effort.  That  is  why  we  are  at  Farm  Aid,  joining  this  tremen- 
dous effort  to  teach  Americans  about  farmers'  lifestyles,  the  eco- 
nomic challenges  they  face,  and  their  contribution  to  our  national 
welfare.  Working  together,  we  can  teach  Americans  about  farming 
and  make  our  next  100  years  better  than  ever  for  our  cooperative 
and  for  all  Americans. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Riddle  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Riddle,  and  thank  all  of  the  wit- 
nesses for  some  very  excellent  testimony,  some  excellent  points. 

Mr.  Peterson. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  are  running  short  of 
time,  so  I  think  I  will  pass  on  questions.  I  just  want  to  compliment 
the  panel  for  their  testimony. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Nussle. 

Mr.  Nussle.  Yes,  I  think  that  in  the  interest  of  time  we  probably 
need  to  move  along.  I  would  just  like  to  point  out  one  thing  that 
Ms.  Roth  had  said,  and  I  think  we  can  learn  from  farmers  in  this 
regard  too,  that  inputs  are  the  key  to  farmers'  success  and  inputs 
are  also  key  to  the  success  of  a  system.  And  in  this  instance,  I 
think  you  have  correctly  pointed  out  that  training  is  an  important 
part  of  the  future  of  the  success  or  failure  of  our  reorganization.  If 
we  cannot  train  the  very  employees  that  are  operating  the  struc- 
ture and  the  system,  it  does  not  matter  what  it  looks  like,  does  not 
matter  how  many  roofs  we  change  or  put  under  buildings  we  build 
or  tear  down,  the  people  are  the  key  to  this.  And  this  you  have 
pointed  out,  that  it  is  very  easy  to  complain,  I  think  as  a  few  other 
witnesses  have  mentioned,  complain  about  the  bureaucrats  always, 
but  if  they  do  not  have  any  better  information  than  someone  stand- 
ing up  and  reading  the  regulations  to  them,  they  are  no  better  off 
than  all  the  rest  of  us  are  as  far  as  being  able  to  explain  it  to  their 
neighbor. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  to  Mr.  Matheson  too,  and  I  would  like 
to  have  you  sometime  visit  this  issue  about  what  has  been  taken 
away  from  you  with  regard  to  flexibility.  The  first  panel  mentioned 
that  we  ought  to  give  more  flexibility,  more  strength  to  the  commit- 
tee people  at  the  locail  level.  I  would  like  to  hear  about  some  of  the 
things  that  have  been  taken  away  from  you,  what  we  can  do  to  give 
you  more  flexibility  and  authority  and  a  way  we  can  do  it  in  a 
framework  that,  as  the  chairman  pointed  out,  that  gives  you 
strength  even  when  you  are  dealing  with  your  friends  and  neigh- 
bors. I  think  that  is  going  to  be  an  important  key.  So  I  will  look 
forward  to  some  additional  comments  on  that  later. 
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Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Paige,  I  want  to  mention  this  to  you.  From  about 
1977  until  about  1983,  farmers  were  not  excluded  from  SB  A  pro- 
grams. SBA  programs  are  much  more  friendly  to  the  things  you 
mentioned  than  FmHA  has  been,  and  during  that  period,  you  had 
that  alternative.  You  are  excluded  just  because  you  happened  to  be 
farming — most  farmers  are  small  business — you  are  excluded  just 
because  you  happen  to  be  a  small  businessman  that  farms.  That 
is  the  first  thing  you  ought  to  do  is  go  try  to  get  that  exclusion 
knocked  out  of  there.  That  gives  you  an  alternative  where  you  can 
get  some  of  the  things,  because  they  have  programs  directed — the 
SBA  program  is  not  a  supply  management  program,  which  is  the 
primary  purpose  of  farm  programs.  It  is  to  help  small  business  peo- 
ple. So  that  is  the  first  thing  I  want  to  mention. 

And  as  far  as  Ms.  Roth  is  concerned,  I  want  to  mention  this,  I 
authored  the  law  that  made  county  directors  of  ASCS  offices  be 
professional  and  appointed.  I  also  vigorously  opposed  the  attempt 
to  make  county  committeemen  appointed  because  I  think  the  sys- 
tem— I  like  to  see  them  elected.  I  think  the  system  has  worked  in 
ASCS.  We  do  not  have  that  kind  of  a  system  in  FmHA.  In  FmHA, 
you  have  a  hiring  and  retention  system  that  is  more  like  civil  serv- 
ice, and  we  do  have  problems  there.  But  FmHA  has  the  same  prob- 
lems that  big  business  has.  What  standard  do  you  set  up  to  hire 
somebody.  Usually  it  is  some  kind  of  an  examination.  Some  people 
can  take  examinations  and  some  cannot.  Some  people  get  A  on 
their  examination  and  they  just  should  not  be  in  the  job.  Then  you 
get  him  in  the  job,  especially  in  a  Grovemment  job,  and  you  cannot 
get  rid  of  him.  It  is  a  very  difficult  thing  FmHA  has  to  face.  And 
we  have  a  lot  of  those  people  you  are  talking  about. 

Just  two  things.  One  thing,  if  you  have  a  better  way,  if  you  can 
figure  out  a  better  way  to  hire  and  better  rules  for  hiring  and  re- 
taining people  in  FmHA,  I  think  you  ought  to  come  forward  with 
it  and  try  to  figure  out  ways  to  do  it. 

And  the  question  I  have  to  ask  is,  you  have  not  noticed  this  kind 
of  problem  in  ASCS  offices,  have  you? 

Ms.  Roth.  Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Smith,  I  am  not  an  ex- 
pert in  what  goes  on  in  ASCS,  so  I  would  not  be  as  familiar  with 
that  as  with  FmHA.  However,  I  could  consult  with  the  people  in 
our  office  who  are  experts  and  submit  a  written  response  to  your 
office,  if  you  would  like. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  think  you  have  hit  on  something  that  is  important 
and  I  wish  somebody  would  come  forward  with  some  good  ideas  as 
to  how  you  change  the  hiring  and  retention  rules  in  FmHA,  to  take 
care  of  the  problem  you  mentioned. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Paige,  do  you  have  a  comment? 

Mr.  Paige.  I  would  like  to  speak  to  that,  and  I  beg  to  differ  with 
you  on  the  committee  structure.  I  agree  they  should  be  elected,  but 
some  process  should  be  implemented  that  would  ensure  minority 
farmers  that  to  the  amount  that  are  in  a  county,  that  they  would 
be  represented.  All  too  often,  we  are  not  elected  on  those  commit- 
tees, we  are  overlooked  and  the  decisions  are  racially  motivated 
down  the  line  when  they  make  recommendations.  In  fact,  some  de- 
cisions with  some  of  those  committees  have  been  as  blatant  as 
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being  used  to  make  fanners  lose  their  land.  So  that  has  to  be  ad- 
dressed at  some  point  in  a  way  that  can  be  equitably  done.  I  agree 
that  they  should  be  elected,  but  it  should  be — it  may  need  to  be  a 
targeting  process  because  one  thing,  when  we  change  the  structure 
of  a  system  and  make  it  farmer  friendly  and  it  does  not  have  a 
participatoral-type  thing,  then  we  are  going  to  be  left  out  and  that 
is  one  of  the  problems  with  black  farmers,  that  we  are  left  out  of 
the  system  there. 

And  even  in  employment,  I  think  if  we  would — historically,  I 
think  it  is  getting  a  little  better  now,  if  we  would  hire  minorities 
in  those  offices,  I  think  it  would  make  a  difference,  it  would  break 
up  the  fraternity  of  hiring  one's  wife,  husband,  cousins,  neighbors, 
the  chairman  of  the  farm  committees  and  that  kind  of  thing.  This 
may  not  happen  in  Minnesota,  it  may  not  happen  to  other  folks, 
but  it  does  happen  in  the  rural  South  in  the  Black  Belt. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  do  not  disagree  with  anything  you  said,  but  as  an 
alternative  to  electing  them,  I  would  rather  have  them  elected  than 
to  have  the  Grovemor  appoint  them. 

Mr.  Paige.  Sure. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  do  not  think  you  would  be  treated  any  better  under 
that.  I  think  what  you  say  is  true,  maybe  there  need  to  be 
some 

Mr.  Paige.  I  agree  with  the  elected  system,  I  would  never  replace 
that  for  anything  in  the  world.  But  I  think  we  may  need  a  target 
approach  that  would  allow  for  the  number  of  black  farmers  that 
own  land  and  that  are  farming  in  the  community  to  be  equitably 
represented. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Lightfoot. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  the  interest  of 
time,  I  will  keep  this  very  brief.  Ajgain,  welcome  all  of  you  here  to 
Iowa  today.  I  think  some  good  points  were  made  in  this  panel,  a 
lot  of  good  ideas  from  everyone,  particularly  identifying  what  I 
think  is  a  very  big  problem  with  all  Federal  programs  regardless 
of  whether  they  are  agricultural  or  anything  else.  We  get  one  bad 
apple  in  the  barrel  and  we  punish  the  entire  barrel.  And  as  a  re- 
sult, we  are  adding  regulatory  burdens  on  people  who  should  not 
be  saddled  up  with  all  of  this  paperwork  and  one  thing  and  an- 
other. I  think  we  need  to  address  that  systemwide. 

Another  point  that  was  made,  I  think  Mr.  Riddle  made,  that 
there  are  a  lot  of  good  people.  When  I  was  in  the  radio  business, 
ASCS  people  and  so  on,  we  used  to  have  a  little  joke — it  was  not 
really  a  joke,  I  knew  somebody  at  USDA  in  Washington  and  the 
local  ASCS  guy  used  to  call  us  Monday  morning  to  find  out  what 
the  orders  were  going  to  be  for  the  week  because  we  found  out  be- 
fore the  employees  did. 

There  are  a  lot  of  good  people  and  they  get  programs  dumped  on 
them  and  they  work  very  hard,  and  I  think  the  criticism  we  are 
making  here  is  more  of  the  system  than  the  people  that  work  in 
it. 

And  finally,  in  any  reorganization  that  we  do  with  USDA,  per- 
sonally I  think  one  of  the  primary  missions  has  to  be  to  make 
USDA  an  advocate  of  agriculture  rather  than  a  policeman.  I  think 
that  is  where  we  made  a  mistake  today. 
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Thank  all  of  you  very  much,  we  appreciate  your  testimony. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  And  again,  I  thank  each  of  the  wit- 
nesses for  your  very  excellent  testimony.  You  have  made  some  real 
good  points.  I  wish  we  had  more  time  to  have  more  of  the  discus- 
sion, but  that  will  come  later.  This  is  the  first  step,  not  the  last. 

Thank  you  for  being  here. 

I  now  call  the  final  panel.  Mr.  Nelson,  Ms.  Mugar,  Ms.  O'Brien, 
Mr.  Perry,  Mrs.  Waller,  and  Mr.  Jones. 

It  gives  me  a  distinct  pleasure  to  introduce  the  first  witness  to 
today's  panel.  I  do  not  feel  right  in  saying  Mr.  Nelson,  I  mean  you 
have  been  Willie  to  me  for  so  long.  But  as  a  fellow  Texan,  as  a 
farmer  in  real  life  and  a  son  that  is  farming,  as  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  being  here,  I  want  to  thank 
you  personally  for  the  attention  that  you  have  helped  draw  from 
the  rest  of  the  Nation  to  agriculture,  to  farmers,  farm  wives,  farm 
spouses,  the  families,  all  of  the  problems  associated  with  agri- 
culture. We  never  get  this  much  television  coverage,  we  never  get 
these  many  reporters  to  any  agricultural  hearing  that  we  have. 
And  we  know  why  it  is  true.  Welcome,  Mr.  Nelson — ^Willie,  you  are 
the  first  witness.  We  thank  you  for  being  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIE  NELSON,  PRESIDENT,  FARM  AID,  INC. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Thank  you  very  much. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  all  you  folks  for  coming  here  to  Ames 
and  helping  us  call  attention  to  the  farm  crisis.  I  know  all  the 
farmers  here  appreciate  you  being  here.  It  would  have  been  won- 
derful, I  think,  if  Secretary  Espy  could  have  come  here  today  and 
listened  to  all  the  farmers  talk.  But  I  am  glad  you  came,  and  thank 
you  very  much  for  being  here. 

I  really  do  believe  that  the  problems  of  the  American  farmer  is 
the  same  problems  that  every  citizen  of  this  country  is  having 
today.  The  American  dream  is  not  working,  the  economy  is  sliding. 
And  I  have  always  heard,  from  the  time  that  I  was  bom,  that  the 
backbone  of  our  economy  was  the  farmer.  And  the  backbone  of  our 
Nation  was  the  farmer.  And  for  several  years,  I  have  watched  this 
farmer  get  pushed  lower  and  lower  and  when  everything  else  is 
going  up,  the  farmer's  prices  are  sta3dng  the  same.  We  all  know 
that  is  not  fair.  So  what  do  we  do  about  it? 

First  of  all,  we  have  to  give  him  more  money  so  he  will  want  to 
come  back  and  farm  again.  And  then  we  have  to  get  his  kids  inter- 
ested in  staying  on  the  farm.  We  have  to  get  the  grandkids  inter- 
ested. Since  the  1930's,  we  have  lost  7  million  small  family  farmers 
and  we  are  losing  them  like  one  every  15  minutes  and  we  are  down 
to  under  500,000.  These  are  the  folks  who  care  for  the  land,  who 
eat  the  food  grown  on  the  land,  who  drink  the  water.  They  are  the 
ones  that  care  for  the  soil  and  it  is  important  that  we  take  care 
of  our  soil. 

Every  civilization  that  has  gone  under,  if  you  will  check  history, 
has  gone  under  because  of  soil  erosion  and  the  inability  to  feed  its 
people.  The  figures  that  I  last  heard  was  in  the  State  of  Iowa  we 
have  lost  50  percent  of  the  topsoil  in  the  last  100  years.  So  this 
does  affect  us. 
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So  again,  thank  you  for  being  here.  I  think  one  of  the  ways  to 
solve  this  problem  is  to  put  the  7  million  farmers  or  more  that  we 
have  forced  off  the  land  back  on  the  land. 

When  you  do  that,  you  will  automatically  sell  7  million  new  trac- 
tors, 7  million  new  trucks. 

You  will  have  7  million  new  voters  and  you  will  have  7  million 
new  taxpayers.  Now  our  friend  Ross  Perot  says  we  have  to  get  the 
taxpayer,  we  have  to  rebuild  the  tax  base.  So  where  do  you  start? 
You  start  with  the  farmer,  you  make  him  a  wage  earner,  you  make 
him  a  taxpayer.  And  when  you  do  that,  you  make  everyone  up  the 
ladder,  all  the  way  up  to  General  Motors — ^you  put  them  back  in 
the  black  again. 

And  thank  you  for  being  here. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Nelson  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you,  Willie.  Ms.  Mugar. 

STATEMENT  OF  CAROLYN  G.  MUGAR,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 

FARM  AID,  INC. 

Ms.  Mugar.  I  have  never  had  to  follow  Willie  before,  although 
I  do  follow  him  because  he  is  my  boss — but  my  name  is  Carolyn 
Mugar  and  I  am  the  executive  director  of  Farm  Aid.  We  are  very 
happy  to  be  here,  we  are  happy  that  you  are  all  here  in  the  field 
for  a  field  hearing. 

I  have  been  at  this  work  since  1985  when  Farm  Aid  started  and 
it  started  as  a  response  to  the  farm  crisis  and  to  the  extinction  of 
the  family  farmers  started  by  Willie  Nelson,  John  Mellencamp,  and 
Neil  Young. 

I  wish  we  could  close  our  doors  at  Farm  Aid.  We  wish  we  did  not 
have  to  be  there.  We  cannot  close  our  doors  because  we  cannot  turn 
our  back  on  what  we  see  and  hear. 

At  Farm  Aid,  we  spend  a  lot  of  time  listening  to  and  visiting  with 
farmers.  That  is  why  we  are  still  here,  because  of  what  they  experi- 
ence and  because  of  what  they  tell  us.  And  they  are  telling  us  that 
the  farm  crisis  is  far  from  over,  that  the  farm  crisis  is  a  chronic 
problem.  We  find  out  that  the  number  of  calls  to  crisis  hotlines  has 
not  decreased.  In  fact  here  in  Iowa,  calls  to  the  Rural  Concern 
farmer  hotline  rose  30  percent  last  year,  which  was  the  highest 
since  1986.  Many  of  those  family  farmers  who  are  fortunate  enough 
to  have  held  onto  their  farms  have  been  forced  to  take  second  or 
third  jobs  just  to  keep  farming.  Basically,  farming  is  a  habit,  they 
have  to  work  off  the  farm  to  support  that  habit. 

As  farmers  leave  the  land,  of  course  rural  communities  and  busi- 
nesses suffer  as  well.  The  economic  effect  stretches  far  beyond  the 
farmgate.  In  Iowa,  as  recently  as  1992,  business  failures  rose  a 
staggering  148  percent.  Between  1981  and  1991  farm  tractor  sales 
declined  almost  40  percent.  In  the  10  years  between  1976  and 
1986,  Iowa's  small  towns  lost  41  percent  of  their  gas  stations,  21 
percent  of  their  building  material  stores  and  37  percent  of  their 
general  goods  stores.  When  farms  and  businesses  disappear,  the 
tax  base  of  these  rural  communities  declines.  That  causes  a  strain 
on  the  shrinking  budgets  in  these  communities.  Roads  cannot  be 
maintained,  increasing  needs  for  social  services  cannot  be  met  and 
hospitals  disappear. 
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I  say  all  this  to  try  to  place  today's  discussion  in  perspective.  As 
we  talk  about  improving  USDA's  services  in  the  field,  we  must  also 
talk  about  creating  Government  policies  that  put  farmers  back  in 
the  field.  We  need  a  new  vision  of  the  USDA  as  an  agency  that 
helps  farmers  to  stay  on  the  land,  instead  of  an  agency  whose  poli- 
cies have  helped  push  farmers  off  the  land.  This  means  refocusing 
USDA  priorities  to  promote  a  family  farm  system  of  agriculture. 

Time  and  time  again,  farmers  tell  us  that  they  do  not  want  to 
be  bailed  out,  they  just  want  to  be  treated  fairly.  The  proud  men 
and  women  who  grow  our  Nation's  food  have  found  themselves 
trapped  between  unfair  Government  policies  and  an  uncaring  bu- 
reaucracy that  bombards  them  with  paperwork  and  regulations  in- 
stead of  treating  them  with  dignity  and  compassion.  From  Wash- 
ington, DC  to  local  field  offices,  family  farmers  have  faced  one  ob- 
stacle after  another  as  they  strive  to  hold  onto  farms  that  have 
often  been  in  their  families  for  generations. 

I  know  that  the  farmers  and  representatives  of  the  farm  organi- 
zations who  have  spoken  here  today  have  presented  you  with  spe- 
cific recommendations  for  improving  the  USDA  services  in  the 
field.  What  Farm  Aid  wants  to  emphasize  to  you,  our  elected  Rep- 
resentatives, is  the  importance  of  restoring  a  healthy,  family  farm 
system  of  agriculture  that  will  result  in  more  jobs,  stronger  rural 
communities,  and  a  stable  supply  of  safe,  healthy  food  for  Ameri- 
ca's families. 

Farm  Aid  is  honored  to  be  able  to  provide  the  sound  and  stage 
system  for  all  Americans — ^the  growers  and  the  eaters — ^to  express 
their  vision  for  a  brighter  future,  a  future  based  on  thriving  family 
farms,  and  the  communities  and  industries  which  they  support.  We 
will  continue  our  efforts  to  work  with  you,  our  elected  officials,  to 
implement  policies  which  will  make  this  vision  a  reality. 

Thank  you  for  coming  to  Ames,  for  listening  to  America's  family 
farmers.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  ensure  that  the 
words  spoken  here  today  are  translated  into  concrete  policies. 

And  in  closing,  I  just  want  to  mention  one  thing  that  Franklin 
Delano  Roosevelt  said  when  some  folks  had  come  to  Washington  to 
visit  with  him.  He  said,  "You  have  convinced  me,  now  go  home  and 
make  me  do  it."  Well  I  can  tell  you  that  all  these  people  here  today 
are  going  to  do  just  that. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Mugar  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Jones. 

STATEMENT  OF  CORKY  JONES,  PRODUCER,  BROWNVILLE,  NE 

Mr.  Jones.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Stenholm,  members  of  the  commit- 
tee. I  appreciate  you  coming  here.  I  have  appeared  before  you,  each 
and  every  one  of  you,  previous  to  this.  I  am  a  family  farm  operator 
and  owner.  My  name  is  Corky  Jones,  I  am  from  Brownville,  Ne- 
braska and  in  the  operation  with  me,  I  have  my  three  sons.  You 
do  not  get  any  more  family  oriented  and  family  farmer  oriented 
than  our  organization.  Along  with  this  operation,  we  have  a  little 
country  elevator  where  we  buy  and  sell  feed,  seed,  grain,  fertilizer, 
and  do  custom  work.  And  along  with  this  family  farm  operation, 
every  one  of  my  boys  are  also  working  off  farm,  and  their  wives  are 
working  off  farm,  to  support  the  farming  operation  to  provide  food 
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and  fiber  for  the  Nation's  needs  and  the  world's  needs.  This  is 
going  on  around  the  world. 

The  recommendations  that  I  am  going  to  put  forth  today  are  to 
make  a  better  USDA— and  a  better  Department,  something  that  is 
more  acceptable,  but  before  we  really  do  that,  I  think  we  need  to 
get  rid  of  the  myth  that  is  going  on  across  this  Nation — and  myth 
it  is.  The  recovery  of  rural  America,  the  recession  for  producing 
farmers  and  ranchers  are  over.  Gentlemen,  you  could  not  be  any 
further  from  the  truth. 

And  to  back  this  statement,  when  we  really  look  at  what  has 
happened,  we  are  looking  at  farm  policy,  the  last  three  farm  bills, 
that  have  lowered  the  capability,  as  we  as  farmers  and  ranchers, 
producers  of  food  and  fiber,  have  lowered  the  capability  and  mak- 
ing it  more  and  more  difficult  to  even  stay  in  existence,  but  taking 
away  a  margin  of  profit  each  and  every  time. 

Now  then  the  recession  is  over — this  is  what  we  hear  all  across 
the  country.  Well  I  have  brought— and  I  talked  to  Mr.  Espy  a  few 
weeks  ago,  and  his  assistant  Ron  Blackley,  but  I  brought  some  doc- 
uments. Along  with  my  family  farm  operation  and  running  the  ele- 
vator, I  had  prices  that  I  paid  for  agricultural  commodities,  includ- 
ing com.  I  have  these  attached  to  my  prepared  statement.  But 
when  we  break  this  down  in  what  I  was  paid  at  my  elevator — and 
this  would  be  basically  across  the  Nation,  in  1980  at  election  day, 
and  we  can  continue  to  hear  about  how  great  the  Reagan  adminis- 
tration was  and  Reaganomics  pulled  agriculture  and  the  standard 
of  living  up.  Well  in  1980,  I  was  paid  $8.39  a  bushel  for  soybeans 
on  election  day  1980.  Election  day  1992,  I  was  paid  $5.02  a  bushel 
for  a  bushel  of  soybeans.  That  is  a  drop  of  40  percent.  Com,  1980, 
$3.31  a  bushel;  1992,  $1.85  a  bushel,  a  drop  of  44  percent  in  the 
period  of  12  years.  This  whole  thing  goes  right  on  down,  for  essence 
of  time,  I  will  not  go  with  every  one  of  them,  but  we  can  talk  about 
the  next  step.  So  how  can  we  be  accused  of  having  more  profit,  the 
recession  is  over  and  prosperity  is  bountiful  in  rural  America. 

So  the  next  step  I  took  was  purchasing  a  combine,  something 
that  we  have  all  got  to  have.  A  7720  John  Deere  combine,  I  went 
to  my  John  Deere  dealer,  in  1980  that  combine  cost  $65,815;  elec- 
tion day  1992  that  same  capacity  combine  was  $114,003,  or  an  in- 
crease of  73  percent.  Same  thing  holds  true  for  the  corn  heads,  the 
platform.  Go  down  to  a  tractor,  for  just  the  matter  of  essence  of 
time,  a  4440  130  horsepower  John  Deere  tractor  in  1980  cost 
$35,665,  12  years  later  under  Reaganomics  and  the  great  recovery 
that  we  had,  we  paid  $62,572  for  that  same  piece  of  equipment,  an 
increase  of  75  percent. 

Gasoline  and  diesel,  we  had  an  increase  of  30  to  34  percent.  A 
half  ton  Ford  pickup,  no  extras  or  anything,  but  it  increased  by  78 
percent.  Land  tax  on  the  same  farm,  one  of  the  farms  that  I  oper- 
ate and  own,  increased  by  67  percent. 

When  we  relate  that  to  how  many  bushel  it  takes  to  buy  a  com- 
bine, that  same  combine  in  1980,  it  took  19,884  bushel  of  corn;  in 
1992  or  today's  price  for  that  same  capacity  combine,  it  took  61,623 
bushel  of  com.  On  down  the  same  thing,  we  go  to  130  horsepower 
tractor,  John  Deere  4440  and  the  equivalent  of  it,  in  1980  it  cost 
10,775  bushels  and  in  1992  that  same  capacity  tractor  took  33,823 
bushel  of  com  to  buy  it.  The  same  thing  holds  tme  when  we  even 
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talk  about — there  is  no  sense  in  continuing  to  go  into  how  many 
different  implement  because  of  the  percentage.  But  I  did  it  a  little 
different  too.  If  we  were  paying  a  Congressman's  salary — and  I  am 
not  saying  you  do  not  need  every  dime  you  are  getting,  I  am  not 
saying  that  at  all— but  in  1980,  I  could  take  22,000  bushels  of  com 
and  pay  your  salary.  In  1992,  it  takes  68,000  bushel  of  com  to  pay 
your  salary. 

I  am  not  saying,  Mr.  Stenholm,  Mr.  Peterson,  Mr.  Smith,  and 
Mr.  Lightfoot,  that  you  do  not  need  it,  but  I  am  saying,  America 
is  sick.  And  we  are  sick  from  one  reason  only.  We  have  sick  agricul- 
tural and  foreign  trade  policies.  And  if  the  free-trade  agreement 
that  the  United  States  has  proposed  already  goes  through  in  that 
form,  it  is  going  to  be  much  sicker. 

We  can  no  longer  try  to  fine-tune  or  slightly  modify  the  farm  bill 
or  the  free-trade  agreement  either  one,  we  have  to  have  major 
changes,  a  180  degree  turnaround  from  where  we  are  at. 

When  we  relate  this  to  farmer's  talk,  and  that  is  about  all  I  am 
good  at.  I  have  a  whole  bunch  of  stuff  that  I  am  supposed  to  read, 
but  I  can  tell  you  what  I  want  to  say. 

If  we  relate  the  program,  the  farm  program  and  the  trade  poli- 
cies that  we  are  living  under,  and  one  worse  than  the  next  for  the 
past  three,  it  would  be  like  treating  a  patient  with  diarrhea  and 
saying  I  think  we  can  fix  you  up,  here  is  an  extra  dose  of  ex-lax. 
This  is  what  we  have  wrong. 

We  have  to  have  common  sense  policies,  and  the  only  common 
sense  is  farmers  producing  a  product  have  to  be  on  the  same  scale 
as  any  other  walk  of  life.  You  can  go  to  school,  you  can  be  educated 
and  you  have  to  have  cost  of  production  plus.  And  this  is  Eifforded 
and  trained  and  pushed  down  the  throats  of  every  other  walk  of 
life  except  production  agriculture,  and  yet  the  charts  are  true,  the 
charts  are  fact,  you  can  take  it  to  the  bank,  they  are  facts.  This 
is  no  economist's  report,  this  is  facts.  But  when  we  are  looking  at 
these  charts  and  what  has  happened  to  production  agriculture,  we 
are  taking  basically  75  percent  less  to  produce  where  we  are  at 
today.  That  is  what  is  wrong  with  America,  not  just  farming  and 
ranching,  the  very  solvency  of  the  United  States  is  at  stake  because 
we  have  had  sick,  proven  failing  agricultural  policies.  And  for  those 
that  are  on  the  other  side  of  my  position,  and  they  say,  "Oh,  what 
you  are  after  is  a  guaranteed  profit."  No,  that  is  not  what  we  are 
after,  but  there  surely  would  not  be  anything  wrong  with  it  because 
when  I  get  my  light  bill,  it  has  a  guaranteed  cost  of  producing  plus 
a  guaranteed  profit.  We  have  an  increase  of  living  index  afforded 
nearly  everyone  else.  But  still  we  are  not  after  that.  There  is 
enough  variables  in  production  agriculture  to  offset  and  make  it  ab- 
solutely null  and  void  about  being  assured  of  a  guaranteed  profit 
in  producing  food  and  fiber.  But  those  are  the  responsibilities  that 
we  took  upon  our  shoulders  when  we  decided  we  would  be  farmers 
and  ranchers.  But  what  we  did  not  take  upon  our  shoulders  is 
proven  failing  farm  and  agricultural  policy  that  we  have  been  liv- 
ing under. 

That  is  where  you  as  a  body  need  to  be.  And  we  can  do  this  job 
stimulus  package  that  President  Clinton  is  after — go  ahead  and  put 
those  prices  back  up  where  they  should  be  and  give  us  the  capabil- 
ity of  making  a  profit.  I  will  guarantee  this  Nation,  jobs  will  be 


191 

bountiful  across  the  Nation.  You  will  be  building  pickups  and  as 
Willie  said,  you  will  be  building  tractors.  There  will  be  these  people 
coming  back  and  jerking  the  boards  off  the  boarded  up  stores, 
opening  businesses,  opening  restaurants,  and  it  has  certainly  not 
gone  that  way  for  the  past  several  years  in  rural  America.  Not  only 
will  that  turn  rural  Ainerica  around  and  the  economy,  it  will  put 
solvency  and  a  good  standard  of  living  back  to  the  entire  populous 
of  the  United  States  of  America. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Jones  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Corky.  Mr.  Perry. 

STATEMENT  OF  FREDDIE  B.  PERRY,  FARMER,  ELLAVILLE,  GA 

Mr.  Perry.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Freddie  Perry,  a  farmer  from 
southeast  Georgia.  I  grow  pecans,  cotton,  and  peanuts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  on  behalf  of  Afri- 
can-American farmers  throughout  the  country,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  inviting  me  to  address  this  committee. 

Unfortunately,  less  than  23,000  of  us  are  left,  and  unless  some- 
thing is  done  soon,  African-Americans  will  be  completely  elimi- 
nated from  the  American  agricultural  system  as  producers. 

Over  the  past  12  years,  we  have  encountered  unbelievable  prob- 
lems and  barriers  to  maintaining  a  successful  operation  and  a  way 
of  life.  We  have  not  had  equal  access  to  capital,  neither  private  nor 
public,  and  the  programs  mandated  to  provide  assistance  have 
often  been  too  little  too  late — if  ever. 

With  that  in  mind,  we  are  especially  concerned  about  the  pro- 
posed restructuring  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  With  all 
of  its  problems,  FmHA  is  still  the  organization  of  last  resort  for  Af- 
rican-American farmers.  However,  we  need  the  Farmers  Home  Ad- 
ministration to  make  direct  loans.  The  guaranteed  loan  program  is 
not  working  for  us  because  the  commercial  banks  as  a  whole  are 
not  interested  in  lending  to  African-American  farmers,  unless  they 
can  see  a  way  to  take  his  farm.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  there  are 
some  exceptions,  but  not  enough  to  keep  the  guaranteed  loan  pro- 
gram. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  proposed  consolidation  of  Farm- 
ers Home  Administration  offices.  Although  it  might  save  the  Gov- 
ernment some  money,  it  will  cost  the  small  farmers  who  will  have 
to  travel  untold  miles  to  these  offices.  Anyone  who  is  familiar  with 
farming  knows  that  time  and  operating  capital  are  essential  to  suc- 
cess. Consolidated  offices  will  force  the  farmer  to  dip  into  his  al- 
ready limited  operating  capital  to  get  to  the  offices  and  spend  pre- 
cious time  away  from  the  farm. 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  Farmers  Home  Administration  lives 
up  to  its  original  mandate— that  is  the  only  change  necessary.  As 
a  member  of  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assist- 
ance Fund  and  a  recipient  of  both  Farmers  Home  Administration 
and  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance  Fund 
services,  I  want  to  assure  you  that,  at  least  in  certain  areas  of 
Georgia,  Farmers  Home  is  working  the  way  it  should.  The  Federa- 
tion of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance  Fund,  Farmers 
Home  Administration,  and  the  farmers  have  created  a  model  pro- 
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gram  that  should  be  duphcated  throughout  the  Nation.  By  working 
together,  these  three  entities  have  saved  and  helped  hundreds  of 
African-American  farmers  survive  and  prosper. 

Instead  of  radical  changes  in  Farmers  Home  Administration,  we 
urge  you  to,  one,  implement  policies  and  procedures  that  would  en- 
sure that  Farmers  Home  Administration  would  live  up  to  its  origi- 
nal mandate,  and  two,  take  a  good  look  at  the  Georgia  project  and 
make  sure  that  it  continues  and  expands. 

We  too  want  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  operate  more 
efficiently,  but  we  want  to  make  sure  that  African-American  farm- 
ers are  not  eliminated  in  the  name  of  efficiency.  We  love  our  farms 
and  communities.  With  so  much  attention  being  paid  to  urban 
problems,  it  is  sometimes  easy  to  forget  that  many  of  those  prob- 
lems may  have  not  occurred  if  our  urban  brothers  and  sisters  had 
been  able  to  stay  on  the  land  and  make  a  living  from  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  truly  believe  that  people  who  are  raised  on  a 
farm  have  greater  work  ethics,  moral  values,  discipline,  and  stew- 
ardship. 

Again,  on  behalf  of  African- American  farmers,  I  thank  you  and 
hope  you  will  give  our  concerns  serious  consideration.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Perry  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Mrs.  Waller. 

STATEMENT  OF  HELEN  M.  WALLER,  MEMBER,  NORTHERN 
PLAINS  RESOURCE  COUNCU.  AND  WESTERN  ORGANIZATION 
OF  RESOURCE  COUNCILS 

Mrs.  Waller.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  thank 
you  for  scheduling  this  hearing  here  today  and  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify.  I  am  Helen  Waller.  My  husband,  Gordy,  and  I  farm  near 
Circle,  Montana.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Northern  Plains  Resource 
Council  and  the  Western  Organization  of  Resource  Councils,  which 
are  citizen  groups  working  for  healthy  rural  communities  and  a 
strong  family  farm  system  of  agriculture. 

I  also  want  to  thank  Willie  Nelson  and  Farm  Aid  for  all  the  help 
and  the  hope  he  and  his  crew  have  given  to  family  farmers  and 
rural  communities  for  so  many  years. 

I  have  no  complaints  about  the  service  our  local  ASCS  and  SCS 
employees  are  providing.  We  find  ours  to  be  cooperative  and  com- 
petent and  have  successfully  walked  us  through  the  paperwork.  I 
oppose  closure  of  those  isolated  offices  though,  because  our  next 
nearest  ASCS  office  would  be  66  miles  one  way. 

The  real  problem  is  that  those  people  are  required  to  administer 
a  program  that  we  in  the  countryside  know  could  be  improved 
upon,  a  plan  less  costly  to  taxpayers,  more  effective  environ- 
mentally and  more  profitable  to  farmers.  That  issue  can  only  be  ad- 
dressed by  Congress  and  the  administration.  From  Washington,  DC 
to  every  field  office  in  America,  there  must  be  a  clear  vision  that 
U.S.  agricultural  policy  seeks  more  farmers  to  care  for  the  land,  not 
more  chemicals  per  acre  in  the  name  of  efficiency.  A  vision  of  more 
families  and  fewer  factories  producing  our  Nation's  food,  a  commit- 
ment to  making  it  possible  for  young  people  to  enter  farming  once 
again,  a  vision  of  owners  operating  their  own  farms,  not  factories 
operated  by  tenants. 
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USDA  employees  in  Washington  and  Members  of  Congress  have 
to  understand  that  being  farmer  friendly  is  not  the  same  as  being 
Cargill  friendly  or  ConAgra  friendly. 

Agriculture  is  made  up  of  buyers  and  sellers,  labor  and  manage- 
ment. Policies  which  help  one  segment  of  the  food  chain  do  not  nec- 
essarily help  the  other.  Congress  and  the  USDA  should  not  be  tak- 
ing Cargill's  word  for  what  is  good  for  farmers.  Those  who  buy  our 
raw  materials  and  process  and  market  the  food,  are  taking  huge 
profits.  General  Mills'  average  return  on  equity  for  the  past  5  years 
was  48.6  percent.  Kellogg's  was  just  under  33  percent,  Tyson's  23 
percent,  ConAgra's  20  percent.  The  median  of  the  food  processing 
industry  was  an  18.7  percent  average  return  on  equity  for  the  last 
5  years.  Farmers  average  return  on  equity  during  that  same  pe- 
riod, according  to  those  questionable  USDA  figures,  was  5.3  per- 
cent. 

We  have  learned,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Federal  budget  drives 
the  process  of  setting  U.S.  farm  policy.  Right  now.  Congress  and 
the  administration  are  debating  policy  changes  to  cut  budget  out- 
lays. Changes  like  increasing  flex  acres  will  only  reduce  farm  in- 
come. While  Congress  cuts  CCC  loan  rates  and  weaken  supply 
management  provisions  in  the  farm  program,  CCC  outlays  have 
ballooned.  We  will  never  be  able  to  reduce  USDA  budget  outlays 
and  preserve  farm  income  until  we  raise  nonrecourse  loan  rates 
and  institute  effective  bushel-based  supply  management. 

While  some  would  criticize  this  approach  as  too  restrictive,  it 
would  be  no  more  regulated,  directed,  acreage  calculated,  flex-acred 
certified,  or  spot-checked  than  the  program  ASCS  administers  right 
now. 

Justification  for  a  supply  management  program  is  underscored 
by  the  fact  that  previous  oversupply  of  wheat,  which  was  disposed 
of  through  the  export  enhancement  program  for  the  years  1986 
through  1988,  cost  taxpayers  $1.08  a  bushel.  A  Federal  Reserve 
study  concluded  that  and,  "destrojdng  the  Government-owned 
stocks  *  *  *  would  be  a  more  cost-effective  form  of  surplus  removal 
than  the  EEP  *  *  *."  This  is  a  powerful  argument  for  allowing 
farmers  to  practice  supply  management.  A  redirection  of  the  $1.2 
billion  which  was  the  cost  of  the  EEP  subsidy  given  to  exporters 
for  wheat  sales  over  that  2-year  period,  would  go  a  long  way  to- 
ward establishing  nonrecourse  loan  rates  which  would  allow  farm- 
ers to  enjoy  the  profit  motive  experienced  at  the  marketplace  by 
other  industries. 

We  need  to  update  those  figures.  A  thorough  investigation  should 
take  place  into  the  questionable  practices  allowed  in  the  disposition 
of  surplus  grain  at  taxpayers'  expense  and  to  the  direct  benefit  of 
the  multinational  grain  industry. 

To  ensure  a  farmer-friendly  USDA,  several  other  improvements 
should  be.  We  need  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  to 
rediscover  its  charter,  to  protect  livestock  producers  from  monopo- 
lization in  the  meat  processing  industry.  Let  USDA  meat  safety  in- 
spectors do  their  jobs  in  meatpacking  plants  and  listen  to  their  rec- 
ommendations for  increasing  the  safety  of  our  meat. 

I  am  here  today  because  a  new  administration  has  consistently 
promised  change.  I  urge  you  to  consider  what  is  at  stake.  I  believe 
this  Nation  will  someday  understand  that  our  food  supply  is  not 
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guaranteed.  How  we  care  for  the  land  and  our  natural  and  human 
resources  will  determine  the  health  and  prosperity  of  not  only  our 
people,  but  those  around  the  world  who  depend  on  us.  There  must 
be  balanced  prosperity  fairly  distributed  among  our  people. 

Equal  prosperity  for  farmers  is  not  unheard  of  in  some  parts  of 
the  world.  I  questioned  a  man  from  Zimbabwe,  who  indicated  that 
his  Government  willingly  established  a  system  that  gave  the  cost 
of  production,  plus  a  reasonable  return  to  their  farmers.  I  related 
to  him  that  American  farmers  did  not  have  that  much  clout  with 
their  Government.  "How  does  it  come,"  I  asked  him,  "that  you  are 
able  to  do  this?"  His  quick  response  was,  "My  Government  has 
learned  that  it  is  hard  to  govern  hungry  people." 

I  think  we  need  to  take  a  lesson  from  him.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mrs.  Waller  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mrs.  O'Brien. 

STATEMENT  OF  DENISE  A.  O'BRIEN,  FARMER,  ATLANTIC,  LA 

Mrs.  O'Brien.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  were  handed  a  note 
at  this  table  earlier  that  I  have  the  unfortunate  responsibility  to 
relay  the  message  about  last  night  a  great  man  died  in  his  sleep, 
Cesar  Chavez  died  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri.  And  I  would  like  the  peo- 
ple in  this  room  to  know  that  this  man  was  a  great  man  and 
worked  for  the  farm  workers  all  his  life,  and  passed  away  last 
evening. 

My  name  is  Denise  O'Brien  and  I  welcome  you  here  to  the  soggy, 
saturated  State  of  Iowa.  It  looks  like  we  might  be  drying  out,  it 
looks  like  we  might  be  getting  some  good  weather.  I  am  a  dairy 
farmer  and  a  fruit  grower.  I  am  the  vice  president  of  the  National 
Family  Farm  Coalition  and  the  Iowa  Farm  Unity  Coalition.  I  farm 
187  acres  with  my  husband,  Larry  Harris,  and  our  three  children. 
We  milk  30  head  of  Holstein  cows  that  are  rotationally  grazed  on 
80  acres  of  pasture,  raise  approximately  90  acres  of  hay  and  small 
grains  and  produce  apples,  strawberries,  raspberries,  and  aspar- 
agus on  10  acres.  The  farm  we  are  farming  belongs  to  my  hus- 
band's mother  and  father  and  has  been  farmed  by  us  for  17  years 
using  organic  and  sustainable  practices. 

During  the  1980's,  we  barely  survived  because  of  a  combination 
of  heavy  debt  load  and  natural  disasters.  We  are  now  trying  to 
maintain  the  farm  through  the  1990's  and  beyond,  but  find  it  very 
difficult  indeed.  I  look  back  at  the  last  17  years  and  I  find  it  some- 
what remarkable  that  we  have  even  survived  with  ourselves  and 
our  families  intact.  We  have  been  good  stewards  of  the  land  and 
have  made  many  sacrifices  to  raise  our  three  children  together.  We 
now  question  whether  or  not  we  want  to  continue  to  fight  a  battle 
that  many  people  have  walked  away  from  or  been  forced  out  of. 
That  battle  is  the  survival  of  the  small-  and  medium-sized  family 
farm  as  a  viable  economic  unit  in  our  rural  economy. 

The  main  point  of  my  testimony  has  to  do  with  how  the  field 
services  arm  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  can  be  more  ac- 
countable and  helpful  to  me  as  a  farmer.  Based  on  my  17  years  of 
farming,  I  have  become  somewhat  familiar  with  the  workings  of 
the  ASCS,  SCS,  and  FmHA.  What  I  have  experienced  and  wit- 


195 

nessed  has  not  always  been  positive  and  in  my  best  interest.  What 
I  have  experienced  has  been  a  definite  attitude  that  suggested  I 
was  not  qualified  to  be  a  farmer  and  that  it  would  be  in  my  best 
interest  to  leave  farming.  I  have  never  experienced  the  attitude 
that  the  field  services  were  there  to  serve  my  needs. 

In  the  mid-1980's  when  my  husband  and  I  went  to  FmHA  for  fi- 
nancing, we  were  never  advised  what  the  expectations  of  FmHA 
were  or  what  was  required  of  us  as  producers  of  general  commod- 
ities and  milk.  When  we  would  visit  the  office  for  our  year-end  fi- 
nancial analysis,  we  were  never  involved  in  what  I  refer  to  as  that 
magical  numbers  game.  We  would  submit  our  farm  and  home  plan 
and  the  person  behind  the  desk  would  punch  numbers  on  the  cal- 
culator and  would  come  up  with  the  answer  to  our  financial  situa- 
tion. I  do  not  ever  remember  being  asked  or  shown  how  the  num- 
bers and  the  figures  worked  or  if  they  were  satisfactory  and  achiev- 
able. 

It  was  very  difficult  to  ask  questions  when  we  did  not  know  how 
the  system  worked.  The  general  attitude  was  "we  are  going  to  do 
this  for  you  and  you  do  not  need  to  know  every  detail  about  how 
things  work."  It  was  not  until  farming  started  to  get  difficult  that 
we  began  learning  about  how  FmHA  functioned.  It  was  not  from 
FmHA  that  we  learned,  it  was  from  the  farm  advocates  who 
learned  the  system  and  shared  their  knowledge.  I  realize  that  I  am 
at  risk  stating  that  as  farmers  we  did  not  understand,  but  you 
must  know  that  borrowing  money  from  a  governmental  agency  is 
totally  different  than  a  private  lender. 

The  private  lender  has  a  vested  interest  in  the  success  of  the  bor- 
rower. In  my  experience,  the  FmHA  Supervisor  is  interested  in 
processing  the  case  and  keeping  the  office  delinquency  rate  down. 
The  problem  I  have  noticed  is  that  very  often  this  is  done  with 
some  accounting  device  such  as  restructuring,  reamortizing,  et 
cetera,  rather  than  making  an  effort  to  enhance  the  profitability  of 
the  producer.  Enhancing  the  debt  repayment  ability  of  its  farmer 
borrowers  should  be  an  institutional  goal  of  the  USDA.  We  were 
given  no  educational  opportunity  to  comprehend  the  differences.  I 
also  state  this  particular  situation  because  I  have  worked  and  orga- 
nized with  hundreds  of  farmers  who  have  said  the  same  thing.  Our 
case  unfortunately  is  not  an  isolated  incident. 

In  1987,  our  farm  debt  was  restructured  to  be  paid  off  over  a 
longer  period  of  time.  We  really  appreciated  FmHA  working  to 
make  it  easier  for  us  to  repay  our  debt,  but  again,  we  really  never 
understood  how  this  happened,  and  also  what  various  options  were 
available  during  that  restructuring  time.  What  we  did  learn  about 
financing  options  was  again  taught  to  us  by  advocates  who  cared 
about  farmers  staying  in  farming.  FmHA  still  remained  our  adver- 
sary and  not  our  advocate. 

From  my  understanding  of  history,  FmHA  was  an  agency  that 
was  put  in  place  to  help  limited  resource  farmers  obtain  credit,  the 
lender  of  last  resort.  Unfortunately,  during  the  1980's,  FmHA  be- 
came a  dumping  ground  of  private  lenders  getting  rid  of  risk  cli- 
ents. Those  of  us  transferred  to  FmHA  never  had  any  indication 
from  the  agency  that  they  were  there  to  help  us.  Again,  our  rela- 
tionship was  almost  entirely  adversarial.  We  would  smile  and  be 
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friendly  to  each  other,  but  it  never  seemed  Uke  we  were  on  the 
same  side. 

The  purpose  of  the  field  services  of  USDA  should  be  to  serve  the 
farmers'  needs  and  to  administer  programs  passed  by  Congress.  I 
do  not  believe  there  has  ever  been  a  law  passed  that  specifically 
mandated  agencies  to  remove  farmers  from  farming,  yet  that  has 
been  prevalent  throughout  the  last  50  years.  I  have  seen  a  cartoon 
where  a  USDA  bureaucrat  is  sitting  at  his  desk  with  tears  running 
down  his  cheeks.  When  asked  what  the  problem  is,  he  stated,  "my 
farmer  just  died."  It  is  my  belief  that  there  should  be  an  effort  to 
repopulate  the  rural  areas  with  farmers  so  this  bureaucrat  can  re- 
main employed. 

I  would  now  like  to  share  with  you  my  vision  of  what  agriculture 
should  look  like  and  how  the  field  services  could  best  serve  farmers' 
needs.  In  my  area  of  the  State,  as  well  as  most  of  Iowa,  agriculture 
has  played  a  significant  role  in  making  the  State  prosperous. 
Iowa's  basic  resource  is  the  land,  the  soil  from  which  farmers  cre- 
ate food.  Agriculture  has  helped  finance  our  outstanding  edu- 
cational system.  Agriculture  has  created  hard-working  individuals 
willing  to  go  beyond  what  is  necessary  to  achieve  success.  When 
you  have  a  system  that  is  land  based,  it  seems  logical  to  invest  in 
the  land.  Yet,  in  order  to  invest,  there  must  be  profit.  In  agri- 
culture, there  has  been  very  little  profit,  if  any,  for  a  long  time. 

When  there  is  profit  in  business,  that  usually  means  money  is 
spent  on  goods  and  services.  In  the  past,  so  long  ago  few  of  us  re- 
member, there  was  profit  in  agriculture.  There  was  a  time  when 
farmers  could  support  their  local  churches,  local  schools,  and  retail 
businesses.  There  was  a  time  that  many  small  towns  had  more 
than  one  implement  dealer  from  which  to  buy  a  new  tractor  or 
piece  of  equipment.  There  has  not  been  profit  in  agriculture  for  a 
long  time  and  consequently  our  rural  communities  are  struggling 
to  exist. 

The  field  services  of  the  USDA  need  to  work  for  the  farmer  by 
providing  resources  to  keep  them  on  the  land.  Those  resources  can 
be  technical  assistance  on  how  to  farm  sustainably  with  the  future 
in  mind,  and  can  be  educational  on  how  financing  can  be  success- 
fully used  to  create  profit.  The  bottom  line  is  that  there  should  be 
a  Homestead  Act  that  will  put  1  million  farmers  on  the  land  by  the 
end  of  the  century.  There  should  be  an  investment  in  rural  Amer- 
ica to  reoccupy  our  empty  farmsteads  with  families  who  will  use 
the  goods  and  services  of  the  rural  communities.  There  should  be 
commitment  to  making  agriculture  profitable  for  small-  and  me- 
dium-sized farms  through  the  marketplace,  not  through  Govern- 
ment programs.  Farmers  should  farm  the  land  not  the  Govern- 
ment. Government  must  play  a  role  in  achieving  this  rural  prosper- 
ity. 

Government  can  play  a  role  through  the  ASCS,  SCS,  and  FmHA 
by  assisting  farmers  in  the  new  future  for  agriculture,  a  future  in 
which  agriculture  will  become  more  environmentally  friendly  and 
will  share  a  role  in  sustaining  a  prosperous  rural  America. 

My  vision  of  how  FmHA  could  work  for  me  is  that  my  county  su- 
pervisor and  I  would  become  partners  so  that  we  can  plan  together 
how  to  stay  on  the  land.  FmHA  staff"  could  learn  from  my  husband 
and  I  what  type  of  farming  practices  we  are  using  and  what  re- 
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sources  are  needed  to  achieve  productivity  and  sustainability. 
FmHA  could  network  with  ASCS  and  SCS  to  help  us  figure  out 
what  is  best  for  our  land  and  find  the  technical  assistance  to  con- 
sult on  biological  weed  and  pest  control.  The  key  words  here  are 
"partners,  learning  together,  and  network."  Those  concepts,  along 
with  profitability,  would  make  it  possible  to  graduate  fi-om  govern- 
mental lenders  to  private  sector  lending. 

I  would  like  to  state  that  my  concern  for  agriculture  besides  the 
diminishing  numbers  of  farmers  and  their  families  is  the  extensive 
dependence  on  harmful  chemicals  for  fertility  and  pest  and  weed 
control.  Along  with  resurgence  of  farmers  on  the  land,  I  would  like 
to  see  an  emphasis  on  sustainable  farming  practices  to  maintain 
and  protect  our  precious  resource — the  soil.  There  has  been  a  lim- 
ited attempt  to  fund  sustainable  agriculture,  but  the  effort  has  not 
been  enough  to  make  a  major  impact.  It  is  important  that  farmers 
themselves  help  create  and  carry  out  programs  that  affect  their 
productivity  and  profitability.  Farmers,  not  agribusiness,  need  to 
be  included  along  with  politicians,  bureaucrats,  environmentalists, 
and  consumers  in  the  formation  of  policies  that  will  mutually  bene- 
fit all  of  society. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  also  like  to  say  that  in  the  last  couple  of 
days,  I  have  been  talking  with  farmers  from  the  southeast  part  of 
the  United  States  that  are  tobacco  growers,  that  are  under  tremen- 
dous pressure  right  now  because  of  the  excise  tax  and  the  things 
that  are  being  talked  about  to  fund  a  health  care  system.  I  would 
like  to  urge  and  plead  with  the  USDA  to  do  some  economic  impact 
studies  on  what  this  will  do  to  the  tobacco  growers  in  the  United 
States.  I  would  like  that  study  to  take  into  consideration  that  if 
there  is  an  excise  tax  placed  on  cigarettes,  that  they  should  con- 
sider taking  a  percentage  of  that  tax  and  use  it  to  provide  jobs,  al- 
ternatives, retirement  for  these  farmers,  whatever  it  takes  to  help 
these  farmers  who  are  going  to  be  totally  displaced  by  their  land 
if  they  are  requested  and  required  to  not  grow  tobacco  any  longer. 
We  cannot  have  any  more  displacement  of  farmers  in  the  United 
States.  I  would  like  to  just  say  that  as  a  midwestem  farmer,  I  am 
concerned  about  all  my  fellow  farmers  in  the  United  States  and  not 
just  my  dairy  and  my  fruit  growers  and  our  hay  and  small  grain 
production.  And  I  would  like  to  show  the  fellow  farmers  in  the 
Southeastern  United  States  my  support  for  their  continued  success 
or  their  transition  from  tobacco  farming  into  other  types  of  farming 
will  be  successful  and  that  they  will  be  able  to  still  continue  to  sup- 
port their  families. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mrs.  O'Brien  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  And  we  again  thank  all  of  you  for 
some  very  excellent  statements. 

Mr.  Peterson. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First  of  all,  Willie,  I  too  would  like  to  thank  you  for  all  you  have 
done,  giving  your  time  and  talent  to  the  American  farmer.  We  in 
Minnesota  have  utilized  some  of  the  funds  that  you  raised,  I  think 
to  good  use,  on  behalf  of  dairy  farmers  and  other  folks.  So  we  really 
appreciate  what  you  are  doing  and  what  you  have  done.  And  you 
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may  not  know,  but  you  have  been  somewhat  of  an  inspiration  to 
me.  I  am  a  professional  musician  that  played  for  a  number  of  years 
and  have  probably  sung  your  songs,  some  of  them  as  much  as  you 
have. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  will  yield. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Could  you  do  one  now? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Do  you  have  your  guitar  with  you? 

Mr.  Peterson.  Yes,  I  always  have  it  with  me. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Willie,  have  you  got  your  guitar  with  you? 

Mr.  Nelson.  It  is  close  by. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  might  have  a  real  good  finale  here  to  this 
hearing  this  morning. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Willie  probably  does  not  know  this,  but  I  opened 
for  you  one  time. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Where? 

Mr.  Peterson.  I  live  in  Detroit  Lakes,  Minnesota,  where  the 
Wee  Fest  is,  you  have  been  there  two  or  three  times. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Right. 

Mr.  Peterson.  And  one  of  the  times  you  were  there,  I  was  one 
of  the  opening  acts,  but  I  was  on  at  12  o'clock  and  there  was  maybe 
a  couple  thousand  people  there  and  they  were  mostly  hung  over. 
[Laughter.] 

That  was  at  noon  and  you  were  on  at  10  p.m.  that  night  and  you 
had  about  40,000  people.  But  I  warmed  them  up  for  you. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Mostly  hung  over  too. 

Mr.  Peterson.  And  the  other  thing  that  you  probably  do  not 
know  about  is  that  I  was  in  the  State  senate  in  Minnesota  and  you 
were  playing  at  the  State  fair  all  the  time,  we  could  not  get  you 
to  Detroit  Lakes  because  they  had  a  rule  that  you  could  not  play 
within  200  miles  of  the  State  fair.  And  so  I  put  an  amendment  in 
the  tax  bill  that  said  that  they  could  only  do  it  for  100  miles,  which 
the  Minneapolis  Tribune  editorialized  against  me  and  you  for  put- 
ting the  State  fair  at  a  disadvantage  and  letting  you  come  to  De- 
troit L£ikes. 

So  anyway,  you  and  I  have  probably  had  more  in  common  than 
you  realized. 

Again,  I  thank  you  for  what  you  are  doing,  I  think  you  are  doing 
a  really  good  thing  and  we  appreciate  it. 

Corky,  bringing  this  down  to  how  much  wheat  or  com  it  takes 
to  pay  our  salaries  I  think  is  a  good  way.  One  of  the  things  that 
I  have  struggled  with  in  trying  to  get  people  to  understand  the  po- 
sition farmers  are  put  in,  trying  to  compete  in  the  world  market, 
is  trying  to  make  it  mean  something  to  people.  I  think  you  have 
done  that  with  this  congressional  example.  Mostly,  I  have  had  law- 
yers tell  me  how  good  it  is  to  be  in  the  world  market  and  I  am  not 
a  big  believer  in  free  trade.  In  fact,  I  am  forming  an  anti-NAFTA 
caucus  right  now  in  the  House  and  so  forth. 

But  what  I  did,  I  had  my  staff  go  and  research  what  the  world 
price  of  lawyers  would  be,  and  we  got  the  price  in  all  these  dif- 
ferent countries,  and  we  did  an  average  and  it  comes  out  to  be 
about  $18,000  a  year  that  lawyers  would  make  if  they  were  in  the 
world  market.  Now  that  would  not  only  make  them  cheaper  to  hire 
and  make  it  easier  for  people,  but  the  real  advantage  I  think,  if  we 
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could  get  lawyers  down  to  the  world  market  price,  we  could  pos- 
sibly export  them. 

We  could  send  them  over  to  Japan  and  screw  up  their  economy 
for  awhile. 

Unidentified  Speaker.  What  about  accountants? 

Mr,  Peterson.  We  do  not  have  as  many  accountants  as  we  have 
lawyers. 

A^ain,  thank  you  very  much,  all  of  you,  for  your  testimony  and 
we  appreciate  you  being  with  us  today. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Nussle. 

Mr.  Nussle.  I  look  forward  to  your  10-year  set-aside  program  for 
lawyers  too.  I  am  sure  that  will  be  coming  up  as  well. 

I  would  like  to  relate  two  experiences  to  this  panel,  in  particular, 
that  happened  to  me  recently  that  are  both  troubling,  but  yet  fairly 
enlightening  to  where  we  have  been  and  where  we  are  and  maybe 
where  we  are  going  if  we  are  not  careful.  The  first  was — and  this 
has  happened  to  me  a  couple  of  different  times — I  had  a  couple 
come  up  to  me  at  a  town  meeting  or  after  a  town  meeting,  and  they 
related  to  me  that  they  had  just  had  a  conversation  with  their  son 
and  had  related  to  him  that  they  did  not  think  he  ought  to  come 
back  to  the  farm  once  he  had  finished  his  education,  and  said 
something  that  really  stuck  with  me  for  quite  awhile.  They  said 
they  thought  he  ought  to  go  out  and  get  a  real  job.  And  that  was 
really  kind  of  troubling,  but  yet  I  think  very  enlightening  as  to 
what  has  been  happening  the  last  few  years,  and  the  fact  that 
there  have  been  many  generations  that  have  asked  their  young 
people  to  maybe  bear  with  it,  even  though  there  were  going  to  be 
some  tough  times,  some  valleys,  but  that  there  were  going  to  be 
some  peaks.  But  nowadays,  they  do  not  even  see  the  peaks.  And 
that  may  be  for  a  number  of  reasons.  Hopefully,  we  have  addressed 
some  of  those  reasons  today  so  that  we  can  bring  back  some  of 
those  peaks.  We  all  know  the  valleys  will  be  there.  There  is  not 
anybody  there  that  wants  to  take  those  away,  they  just  want  to  be 
able  to  have  the  peaks  too,  to  make  up  for  those  valleys. 

And  the  second  story  that  I  would  like  to  share  with  you  hap- 
pened to  me  just  this  last  week.  At  a  similar  meeting,  a  67-year- 
old  farmer,  former  farmer,  came  up  to  me  and  said  he  had  just  re- 
tired a  couple  of  years  ago  and  he  said  he  woke  up  to  the  fact,  he 
said,  "I  just  cannot  believe  all  the  problems  we  have  facing  us  in 
this  country."  He  said,  "I  have  never  been  involved  in  politics,  I 
never  really  cared  that  much  about  voting,  I  never  went  to  a  town 
meeting,  I  never  wrote  my  Congressman,  I  never  read  the  news- 
paper about  politics,  it  really  detested  me,  I  really  could  not  stand 
it."  He  said,  "But  2  years  ago,  I  woke  up  to  all  these  four  things, 
4  trillion  dollars'  worth  of  debt  and  300  billion  dollars'  worth  of  def- 
icit. What  are  you  people  doing  out  there,"  he  asked  me.  He  said, 
"Why  is  this  going  on?"  He  said,  "I  just  found  out  about  it."  I  said, 
"It  is  because  you  have  been  asleep."  I  said,  "You  have  to  wake  up 
to  this  and  other  people  have  to  wake  up  to  this."  And  it  is  fine 
that  we  have  five  Representatives  here  today  that  heard  your 
story.  Now  we  have  two  jobs  to  do.  We  have  to  go  back  and  relate 
to  the  very  folks  that  we  work  with  who  think  that  milk  comes 
from  a  7-Eleven  and  not  a  cow — and  this  is  something  that  you 
have  done  a  very  good  job  of,  of  relating  these  issues  to  the  Amer- 
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ican  people,  and  we  have  that  job  to  do,  and  make  these  issues 
come  alive  so  that  they  can  be  successful  for  us  in  the  future.  But 
that  same  job  is  here  for  all  the  rest  of  us  as  well. 

We  cannot  leave  here  today  just  assuming  that  we  have  had  a 
good  time,  we  had  a  great  opportunity  to  see  Willie  Nelson — it  is 
a  real  honor  for  me— but  that  is  not  enough.  When  the  bright  lights 
are  off  and  we  take  off  the  white  tablecloths  and  everything  else, 
we  have  to  go  out  and  tell  our  friends  and  neighbors  about  this  too. 
And  we  cannot  assume  that  just  because  we  come  from  Iowa,  Min- 
nesota, or  Nebraska,  that  everybody  knows  all  this  kind  of  stuff. 
We  have  to  share  it  with  those  people  and  we  have  to  share  it  with 
them  so  that  they  have  an  understanding  of  the  problems  and  the 
solutions.  And  one  of  those  solutions  is  to  stay  involved  in  the  proc- 
ess. 

So  I  wanted  to  end  with  that.  My  questions,  I  guess  I  would  save 
for  maybe  another  time  because  I  think  you  related  the  answers  to 
my  questions  very  well,  most  of  them  are  more  in  detail.  But  I  just 
hope  people  will  not  end  with  a  Farm  Aid  concert,  with  a  hearing 
in  the  field;  but  that  they  will  stay  involved  in  the  process. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith.  I  just  want  to  thank  the  panel  for  being  here  because 
it  is  obvious  that  all  of  you  really  care.  But  I  want  to  say  this  be- 
fore we  close  too,  I  am  very  pleased  that  Secretary  Espy  was  ap- 
pointed because  I  know  he  cares.  I  think  there  could  not  have  been 
a  better  appointment  than  that,  and  I  want  to  say  that  for  the 
record. 

And  as  far  as  Mr.  Willie  Nelson  is  concerned;  you  not  only  care, 
but  you  are  continuing  to  care,  and  that  is  what  we  really  appre- 
ciate. 

And  I  want  to  thank  you  for  what  you  are  doing.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Lightfoot. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  again,  thanks  to 
the  panel  and  thanks  to  everybody  for  coming  today  to  make  this 
one  of  the  better  hearings  that  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  attend 
over  the  last  few  years.  And  Willie,  welcome  to  one  of  the  Nation's 
best  kept  secrets — Iowa.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here. 

Still  play  dominoes  at  Malone's? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Do  you  win? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Sometimes. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  We  appreciate  what  you  have  done  as  well.  I 
think,  as  Chairman  Stenholm  mentioned  at  the  opening,  the  fact 
we  have  so  many  television  cameras  here  today  is  directly — ^your 
being  here  is  responsible  for  that,  and  that  helps  us  really  turn  the 
light  on  the  problems  and  the  situations  and  it  gives  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  talk  and  discuss  issues.  Corky,  there  beside  you,  we  have 
had  a  lot  of  discussions;  we  do  not  always  agree,  we  do  use  the 
same  barber,  you  will  notice.  [Laughter.] 

I  think  what  you  are  doing  by  getting  some  attention  and  some 
focus  is  really  what  a  lot  of  those  songs  that  you  have  written  and 
sing  are  all  about  and  what  this  country  is  all  about,  is  that  it  is 
the  country  of  the  people  and  by  the  people.  And  those  of  us  you 
have  elected  up  here,  we  are  simply  your  hired  men.  You  are  the 
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ones  that  can  make  the  difference  and  you  are  the  ones  that  can 
make  a  change,  whatever  that  change  might  be.  And  the  oppor- 
tunity at  least  to  discuss  these  things,  I  think  is  critical  and  that 
is  what  is  missing  in  so  many  countries  around  the  world.  You  do 
not  have  a  chance  to  sit  down  in  a  room  like  this  and  have  a  decent 
debate  over  issues  where  there  are  genuine  differences  of  opinion. 
And  I  think  that  is  what  makes  America  great,  and  again,  we  real- 
ly thank  you  for  all  you  have  done  to  turn  the  spotlight  on  it. 

I  would  also  say  in  closing,  tying  in  with  that  whole  idea,  this 
last  panel  probably  is  maybe  the  best  example  of  what  I  am  talking 
about.  Mr.  Perry  is  from  Georgia;  Mrs.  Waller  is  from  Montana — 
I  have  been  in  both  States,  and  as  we  look  at  reorganizing  the 
USDA,  one  of  the  things  that  we  have  to  take  into  consideration 
are  the  regional  differences.  It  is  different  farming  in  Georgia  than 
it  is  in  Montana.  Where  one  night  in  Big  Timber,  the  only  res- 
taurant closed  and  the  old  rancher  said  we  will  just  go  over  the 
ridge  and  get  a  hamburger.  Well  it  is  73  miles  just  over  the  ridge. 
I  think  we  have  to  do  that,  and  the  pilot  projects  that  you  talked 
about  as  well,  Mr.  Perry,  I  think  are  good  ideas  in  how  to  at  least 
put  some  of  these  new  thoughts  in  a  test  tube  and  see  if  they  work. 
If  they  work,  we  go  with  it;  if  they  do  not,  we  discard  them. 

But  again,  thanks  to  all  of  you  for  being  here.  Willie,  thank  you 
especially,  and  you  are  going  to  have  a  little  bit  of  fun  later  on. 
Enjoy  your  stay  in  Iowa. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Jim,  thank  you  and  your  staff  for  the  help  that 
you  have  been  to  this  subcommittee  in  making  the  preparations 
here.  To  Iowa  State,  thank  you,  to  everybody  that  has  helped  make 
this  hearing  what  it  has  been  today,  a  very  serious  hearing,  a  lot 
of  food  for  thought,  a  lot  of  discussion  of  a  very  serious  problem  fac- 
ing our  country.  There  has  been  a  little  humor  mixed  in  with  it, 
which  is  traditional  in  any  agricultural  meeting  that  I  have  ever 
been  too.  When  you  take  things  too  seriously,  you  tend  to  get  into 
more  problems — a  little  humor  mixed  now  and  then. 

Corky,  my  son,  reminds  me  of  the  same  thing,  that  his  salary 
compared  to  mine,  that  he  is  not  overpaid.  And  that  comes  in  at 
a  family  discussion.  And  you  know,  Collin,  you  just  emphasized  an- 
other family  problem  I  have,  because  we  have  now  got  a  lawyer  in 
our  family  and  that  creates  some  interesting  discussions  around 
the  family  dinner  table.  Our  daughter  is  wanting  to  be  an  ag  econo- 
mist and  is  going  to  be  involved  in  that.  And  dad  is  up  there  in 
Congress  getting  the  blame  for  everything  that  happens  around  the 
country.  That  comes  with  the  territory,  but  all  of  us  asked  for  the 
jobs  that  we  have  and  we  are  here  because  you  allow  us  to  serve, 
and  for  no  other  reason,  and  for  no  other  way  that  we  are  able  to 
get  here. 

There  are  a  lot  of  practical  solutions,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  them 
today  and,  Mrs.  O'Brien,  you  mentioned  key  words;  partners,  learn- 
ing together,  and  networking.  And  that  really  fits  for  farmers  be- 
cause we  do  not  always  act  as  partners  and  learn  together  and  net- 
work, and  that  creates  part  of  our  problem,  because  much  of  the 
criticism — the  statement,  Mrs.  Waller,  that  you  had  made  the  same 
statements  to  us  before,  others  have  said,  we  have  been  through 
this,  we  keep  hearing  the  words,  but  it  is  not  just  because  Congress 
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does  not  listen.  No,  the  fact  is  that  not  every  farmer  agrees  with 
all  of  the  solutions  that  have  been  offered  here  today,  and  there  are 
differences  among  ourselves.  And  that  again  is  the  perfectly  Amer- 
ican way  of  doing  business.  To  take  those  differences  though  and 
try  to  work  them  out. 

Someone  else  said  earlier  today  that  the  problem  of  agriculture 
is  not  a  Republican  or  a  Democratic  problem,  it  is  an  American 
problem.  And  the  solutions  to  them  are  not  going  to  be  partisan, 
they  are  going  to  be  bipartisan. 

That  is  the  challenge  we  have  in  this  subcommittee  as  well  as 
the  full  House  Ag  Committee,  and  those  of  our  colleagues  who  do 
not  serve  on  the  Ag  Committee  but  constantly  show  their  interest; 
Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Lightfoot.  We  have  the  responsibility  in  this  re- 
organization of  looking  at  our  environmental  rules  and  regulations, 
the  changes  and  how  the  reorganization  is  going  to  fit.  Food  safety 
is  a  farmer's  problem.  Every  time  this  media  that  we  have  talked 
about  goes  on  with  an  expose  of  something  that  has  occurred  that 
is  perceived  by  some  to  be  unsafe,  it  comes  right  out  of  the  farmer's 
pocket.  And  therefore,  the  challenge  to  us  is  to  deal  with  this,  and 
we  are  going  to  try  to  partnership  and  network  and  do  our  best 
over  these  next  2  years,  working  with  Secretary  Espy,  to  revise  our 
food  safety  and  inspection  service  so  that  it  is  more  adequate,  or 
that  at  least  we  do  address  the  perception  that  we  have  an  unsafe 
food  supply,  which  is  furthest  from  the  truth.  We  are  blessed  to  live 
in  a  country  that  has  the  most  abundant  food  supply,  the  best  qual- 
ity of  food,  the  safest  food  supply,  at  the  lowest  cost  of  any  other 
country  in  the  world.  And  the  lowest  cost  is  what  is  creating  some 
problems  because  that  is  being  borne  unfairly  by  the  producing  side 
of  it.  That  is  the  problem  that  we  have  to  try  to  address,  and  how 
do  we  do  it— how  do  we  do  it?  That  is  again,  the  beginning  and  per- 
haps the  end. 

Cooperative  effort,  we  have  heard  that  today,  and  you  know  as 
well  as  I  do,  whether  we  call  it  networking,  learning  together,  part- 
ners or  cooperatives,  there  is  no  better  way  to  do  it  than  farmers 
working  together  helping  ourselves  to  solve  our  own  problems. 

I  have  spent  a  good  part  of  the  last  couple  of  months  defending 
farm  programs,  defending  the  honey  program,  defending  the  pea- 
nut program,  the  wool  and  mohair  program.  We  have  been  on  the 
front  page  of  every  newspaper  in  the  United  States  and  I  take  a 
lot  of  lip  from  a  lot  of  people  that  do  not  understand  why  we  have 
farm  programs,  period.  In  fact,  most  people  of  my  district,  very 
rural,  do  not  understand  why  we  have  to  have  farm  programs.  And 
we  are  a  rural  district. 

And  it  gets  a  little  frustrating  sometimes,  but  by  the  same  token, 
when  you  speak  to  business  groups  and  you  say,  to  those  of  you 
who  say  get  Government  out  of  agriculture,  let  the  market  rule.  Do 
it  as  we  do  it.  You  find  very,  very  few  do  it  as  they  say  we  should 
do  it. 

With  the  free  market,  there  is  no  such  thing,  there  has  not  been 
one — we  can  price  our  wheat  free  into  the  world  market  and  we  are 
not  competitive  in  the  market  in  which  some  people  would  like  to 
see  us  proceed. 

I  do  not  know  how  we  get  the  answers  across,  but  one  of  the 
ways  is  with  hearings  like  this  and  with  activities  like  this,  and 
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Willie,  again,  thank  you  for  getting  the  attention  focused  for  even 
just  a  short  time  so  that  those  of  us  who  deal  full  time  with  the 
problem  will  be  able  to  listen,  remember  a  little  of  what  we  hear 
today,  then  talk  with  each  other  as  we  look  for  the  solutions  and 
try  to  come  up  with  some  better  answers  to  make  the  changes  that 
are  invariably  coming,  hopefully  for  the  better. 

That  is  what  this  is  all  about.  We  thank  all  of  the  witnesses  for 
being  here  today.  We  thank  this  great  audience  that  we  have  had 
today  and  we  appreciate  the  media  for  being  here  today,  because 
you  have  found  in  a  lot  of  the  footage  you  have  shot  a  lot  of  stories 
that  need  to  be  told  and  we  hope  that  we  will  see  them  on  the 
evening  news,  not  just  today  and  tomorrow,  but  next  week  and  the 
week  a^ler  that  and  the  month  after  that,  as  we  on  this  subcommit- 
tee and  those  of  our  colleagues  who  are  interested  in  where  agri- 
culture goes  in  this  country,  as  we  try  to  come  up  with  some  solu- 
tions that  work  better. 

Thank  you  for  being  here.  If  there  is  nothing  else — oh,  excuse 
me — to  those  that  I  said,  time  permitting,  we  will  let  some  others 
testify,  we  do  not  have  additional  time.  We  have  to  vacate  this 
room  55  minutes  ago,  so  therefore,  I  apologize  to  you  for  that,  but 
if  you  will — ^you  can  find  this  chairman,  this  Ag  Committee,  this 
subcommittee,  you  can  find  us,  we  are  in  the  yellow  pages  all  over 
the  United  States.  If  we  are  not,  just  pick  up  the  phone  and  call. 
You  can  call  me  any  time,  I  will  take  any  collect  call  to  my  home, 
if  it  is  a  solution.  If  it  turns  out  to  be  a  problem,  I  will  reverse  the 
charges.  [Laughter.] 

If  it  turns  out  that  you  have  called  me  after  12  o'clock  at  night 
or  before  6  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  it  is  not  a  solution,  but  just 
a  restatement  of  the  problem,  there  will  be  damages  applied  and 
enforced  by  my  lawyer  son. 

I  am  sorry  we  cannot  take  the  time  today,  but  we  have  to  ad- 
journ at  this  time.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

[Whereupon,  at  2  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to  re- 
convene, subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 

[Material  submitted  for  inclusion  in  the  record  follows:] 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Services  to  Farmers,  the 
effectiveness  of  USDA  Program  Administration,  and  Department 
Reorganization . 


On  behalf  of  the  National  Farmers  Organization,  I  want  to  express 
our  appreciation  to  the  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee 
for  holding  this  hearing  and  permitting  us  to  cominent  on  some  of 
the  issues  and  their  potential  impact  on  producers  in  the 
reorganization  of  farm-service  agencies  of  USDA. 

Before  we  discuss  local  office  closings,  consolidated  services 
between  USDA  agencies,  etc.,  we  feel  it  is  extremely  important  that 
we  review  some  of  the  services  and  purpose  of  the  USDA  county 
office  delivery  system  as  it  exists  today. 

While  they  are  voluntary,  farm  programs  today  have  almost  become  a 
necessity  for  roost  farmers.  There  are  less  farmers  today,  however, 
a  much  higher  percentage  of  them  participate  in  farm  programs. 
Prior  to  the  target  price  concept  and  income  support  payments, 
participation  in  the  corn  belt  would  be  2  5  to  3  0*  compared  to  7  5  to 
80%  today.   Under  current  policy,  loan  rates  have  been  lowered. 
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thereby  lowering  market  prices,  which  makes  most  producers 
dependent  on  farm  program  deficiency  payments  for  their  income. 

The  administrative  and  paperwork  requirements  for  participation  in 
the  various  programs  have  also  become  increasingly  complex. 
Typically,  it  is  necessary  for  farm  program  participants  to  make  at 
least  five  or  six  trips  per  year  to  the  county  ASCS  office.  That 
does  not  include  visits  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  or  the 
Farmer's  Home  Administration  if  he  is  a  FmHA  borrower.  It  is  not 
unusual  for  a  producer  to  spend  several  hours  during  a  single  visit 
to  the  county  office  going  over  compliance  and  program 
requirements,  conservation  cross-compliance,  etc. 

The  convenience  and  availability  of  USDA  services  at  the  farm  level 
is  of  vital  importance  to  agriculture  producers.  Service  to 
producers  should  be  a  number  one  priority  of  any  reorganization  of 
the  USDA  field  structure. 

In  response  to  the  possible  advantages  of  merging  USDA  farmer- 
service  agencies  into  one,  USDA  has  already  done  a  good  joL-  :i>! 
providing  the  "one  stop"  service  concept  for  farmers.  ASCS,  which 
probably  has  the  largest  number  of  county  locations,  currently 
lists  2,651  headquarter  county  offices  and  124  sub-offices 
nationally  which  serve  in  excess  of  3,000  counties.  Of  the  2,651 
headquarter  counties,  87%  are  currently  co-located  with  FmHA  and 
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SCS  and,  in  many  cases,  Federal  Crop  Insurance  and  Extension 
Service . 

I  an  not  sure  the  elimination  of  Individual  farm-service  agencies 
into  one  large  agency  would  create  any  real  advantages  in  service 
to  farmers.  Currently  each  of  the  respective  agencies'  personnel  is 
trained  and  specialized  in  different  areas;  there  is  no  duplication 
of  the  ultimate  services  they  perform.  A  FmHA  loan  officer  and  a 
SCS  soil  technician's  expertise  and  training  are  obviously  quite 
different.  Most  of  the  advantages  of  sharing  administrative 
resource  materials  between  agency  personnel  such  as  individual  farm 
records,  acreage  reports,  office  equipment  or  support  personnel 
could  be  accomplished  through  sharing  arrangements  between  the 
various  agencies.  The  co-location  of  agencies  accommodates  this 
sharing  and  could  also  increase  the  feasibility  of  modernizing 
computer  and  communication  systems  collectively  among  the  agencies. 


There  are  undoubtedly  some  county  office  locations  that  could  be 
served  on  a  part-time  basis  rather  than  maintaining  a  full-timfe 
staff;  however,  it  is  important  to  remember  that  over  90%  of  the 
administrative  costs  of  operating  USDA's  field  delivery  system  are 
personnel  costs.  Only  8%  of  the  total  administrative  cost  is  spent 
on  office  rent  and  utilities.  Closing  county  offices  and 
consolidating  more  personnel  into  larger  offices  may  seem  cost 
effective   but,  in  many  cases,  it  would  only  cause  farmers  to 
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travel  greater  distances  to  receive  services  and  would  not  save 
much  administrative  costs,  if  any.  Office  rent  in  larger  cities 
is  generally  going  to  be  much  higher  than  it  is  in  the  smaller 
county  seat  towns. 

Contrary  to  some  people's  assertions,  the  amount  of  program 
payments  to  farmers  is  no  criteria  for  determining  the  need  to 
maintain  a  county  office.  Commodity  program  payments  is  only  one 
of  many  functions.  The  ongoing  maintenance  of  basic  farm  records, 
loan  activity,  program  compliance  to  name  just  a  few.  The  new 
Administration  is  placing  a  lot  of  emphasis  on  rural  development, 
certainly  rural  development  programs  should  also  be  taken  into 
account  as  part  of  the  criteria  for  the  future  USDA  field  delivery 
system. 

The  farmer-elected  county  committee  system  has  undoubtedly  been  the 
key  to  success  of  the  administration  of  farm  programs.  County 
committees,  by  virtue  of  having  been  elected  by  their  peers,  are 
generally  recognized  as  being  knowledgeable  leaders  within  their 
respective  communities. 

These  committeemen  only  meet  about  once  a  month  and  receive  very 
little  compensation  for  their  time.  Because  of  their  knowledge  and 
familiarity  with  local  needs  and  conditions,  national  programs  that 
would  otherwise  be  almost  impossible  to  administer  equitably  and 
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fairly  from  the  national  level,  can  be  adapted  to  local  conditions 
by  the  county  conunittee  within  set  guidelines. 

While  this  system  is  unique  in  government  administration,  it  is 
necessary  because  of  the  major  diversity  in  agriculture  production 
across  this  country.  Regardless  of  the  resulting  number  of  USDA 
field  offices,  it  is  critical  that  local  county  committees  be  used 
in  all  agricultural  counties.  I  might  add  that  much  of  the  local 
authority  and  discretion  has  been  removed  from  these  committees  in 
recent  years.  Consideration  should  also  be  given  to  granting  more 
authority  to  the  local  committees  to  make  "common  sense"  decisions. 

In  view  of  the  increasing  concern  of  Americans  regarding  the 
growing  federal  bureaucracy,  we  can  certainly  appreciate  this 
Subcommittee's  interest  in  eliminating  unnecessary  spending  and 
cutting  government  waste.  However,  I  would  be  less  than  candid 
with  you  if  I  did  not  express  a  general  concern  among  farmers 
regarding  the  apparent  focus  of  USDA's  reorganization. 

USDA  reorganization  proposals  almost  always  seem  to  be  centered  on 
closing  local  county  offices  and  cutting  back  on  farmer  services 
even  though  farm  program  services  account  for  less  than  2  0%  of 
USDA's  budget.  It  appears  to  many  of  us  that,  to  be  fair,  those 
who  wish  to  streamline  USDA  should  include  all  USDA  offices,  as 
well  as  Washington,  D.C.   We  were  very  pleased  with  Secretary 
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Espy's  commitment  to  begin  the  reorganization  of  USDA  at  the  top. 
We  certainly  hope  that  he  sticks  to  this  commitment. 

In  summary,  we  feel  the  biggest  cost  savings  and  improved  service 
to  farmers  can  be  achieved  by  reducing  program  complexity  and 
cutting  paperwork. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today. 
I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

MARK  WILLERS 

MINNESOTA  FARMERS  ONION  MEMBER 

REPRESENTING  THE  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Thank  you.   My  name  is  Mark  Willers,  I  am  a  farmer  from 
Beaver  Creek,  Minnesota.   On  the  1,100  acres  that  I  farm,  we 
raise  corn  and  soybeans  and  finish  hogs  and  beef.   I  am  a  member 
of  the  Rock  County  ASCS  Committee  and  a  member  of  the  Rock  County 
Extension  Board.   Today,  I  am  presenting  testimony  on  behalf  of 
the  National  Farmers  Union. 

The  over-250,000  family  farm  members  of  our  organization 
express  appreciation  to  you.  Chairman  Stenholm,  and  to  other 
members  of  the  subcommittee  for  holding  this  hearing  to  receive 
comments  and  input  on  how  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  would  affect  agricultural  producers.   This  issue 
is  very  important  to  our  farmers.   In  fact,  200  of  our  members 
traveled  last  June  to  Washington  to  discuss  the  possible  USDA 
reorganization  with  members  of  Congress. 

While  the  effort  to  improve  USDA  efficiency  is  commendable, 
National  Farmers  Union  urges  caution  in  making  changes.   And,  NFU 
commends  Secretary  Mike  Espy  for  reversing  the  policy  of  the  last 
administration  that  had  set  in  motion  massive  county  office 
closures.   We  are  especially  concerned  about  consolidation  or 
elimination  of  USDA  field  office  operations.   These  current  field 
offices  include  those  for  the  Agriculture*  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS),  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS) , 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA) ,  and  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC) . 

The  past  administration  conducted  a  review  of  USDA,  followed 
by  a  recommendation  by  Secretary  Madigan  that  a  total  of  1,242 
USDA  offices  across  the  country  be  closed.   The  potential  number 
of  office  closures  by  agency  were:  ASCS,  567  (or  20  percent) ; 
SCS,  386  (or  13  percent);  FmHA,  269  (or  16  percent);  and  FCIC,  20 
(or  37  percent) . 

USDA  had  indicated  there  would  not  be  an  immediate  fiscal 
gain  by  implementing  the  proposed  closings.   The  department 
indicated  that  after  five  years,  there  might  be  a  savings  of  Sioo 
million.   However,  there  has  been  no  cost-benefit  analysis  of 
this  proposed  action.   It  is  not  known  how  much  the  closings 
would  affect  the  overall  economic  picture  through  loss  of 
production,  time,  and  expense  for  farmers  who  would  have  to 
travel  further  for  USDA  services.   Nor  was  there  any  analysis  of 
loss  of  business  by  local  merchants  as  these  farmers  traveled  to 
the  new  locations. 

USDA's  review  found  that  there  are  14,3  09  USDA  field  offices. 
Of  that  number,  7,405  are  outlets  for  agencies  that  deal  with  the 
delivery  of  farm  services  at  the  county  level.   These  are  the 
offices  that  were  reviewed  by  the  past  administration. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  past  administration  chose  to 
review  only  the  offices  that  serve  producers.   The  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  which  accounts  for  4  0  percent  of  USDA  and  its 
Washington,  D.C.  office  headquarters  complex,  was  ignored. 

The  study  of  the  field  offices  used  six  criteria  to  determine 
the  need  to  keep  the  offices  opened  and  included:  1)  program 
delivery  cost;  2)  number  of  producers  served;  3)  complexity  of 
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programs  administered;  4)  geographic  service  area;  5) 
co-location;  and  6)  intensity  of  workload  at  the  office. 

NFU  believes  that  the  criteria  for  selecting  offices  for 
closures  were  flawed.   The  first  and  second  criteria  do  not  take 
into  account  the  potential  program  size  or  number  of  farmer 
clients  per  office  based  on  better  administration  of  the  programs 
or  future  county  needs. 

The  study  was  based  on  a  snapshot  of  what  the  county  offices 
were  doing  in  1991.   There  are  many  reasons  why  the  county  might 
not  have  had  its  full  potential  of  farm  program  participants 
because  of  the  benefits  of  the  1990  farm  bill  and  the  lack  of 
outreach  by  the  department.   Likewise,  the  number  of  FmHA 
borrowers  might  not  reflect  the  future  potential  use  of  that 
agency's  programs  as  a  result  of  older  farmers  retiring  and  the 
implementation  of  the  "beginning  farmer"  legislation  approved  by 
Congress  last  year. 

The  most  glaring  fault  of  the  study  is  that  it  did  not  look 
at  how  USDA  itself  should  be  restructured  to  better  carry  out  its 
mission.   Nor  does  the  study  call  for  cross-training  of  USDA 
employees  or  the  reduction  and  simplification  of  paperwork 
required  by  producers  who  participate  in  USDA  programs. 

Consolidation  of  field  offices  in  many  states  would  only  have 
the  effect  of  increasing  the  distance  between  farmers  and  local 
services  and  assistance  which  are  of  vital  importance  to 
agricultural  producers  today.   The  farmer  must  be  kept  foremost 
in  mind  when  considering  proposals  for  reorganizing  the 
department.   Field  offices  should  be  kept  within  convenient  reach 
of  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  county,  as  now  required  by  law. 

A  critical  example  of  the  need  to  maintain  field  offices 
occurred  recently  when  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  sent  out 
approximately  40,000  delinquency  notices  across  the  country. 
These  very  complex  notices  require  action  by  the  farmer  within 
only  60  days  in  order  for  the  borrower  to  preserve  his  rights. 
Many  farmers  and  ranchers  require  field  office  assistance  in 
complying.   Just  the  instructions  to  be  followed  in  completing 
the  applications  for  re-structuring  are  15  pages  in  length! 

Local  field  office  personnel  again  proved  essential  last 
spring  when  both  farm  program  and  disaster  assistance  signup  took 
place  during  the  same  period  of  time.   In  fact,  many  staff 
members  in  field  offices  were  required  to  work  day  and  night  to 
process  the  numerous  forms  required  for  participation. 

Since  1972,  five  major  farm  bills  have  been  enacted,  each 
with  increasing  scope  and  complexity.   In  length  alone,  farm 
bills  have  grown  from  29  pages  to  719  in  the  1990  farm  bill. 
These  new  and  more  complicated  farm  programs,  due  to  laws  passed 
by  Congress  and  rules  promulgated  by  the  administration,  have 
included  new  conservation  programs  and  cross-compliance 
requirements,  among  others. 

Significant  savings  could  be  gained  without  closing  offices 
if  regulations  were  simplified.   One  of  the  primary  goals  of  USDA 
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should  be  to  reduce  the  complexity  of  farm  programs  in  order  to 
simplify  the  administration  of,  and  compliance  with,  their 
requirements,  and  to  ease  the  paperwork  for  farmers  and  the 
persons  who  administer  the  program. 

In  your  deliberations,  we  ask  that  maintenance  of  the  local 
farmer-elected  county  committee  structure,  which  has  been  a 
strong  point  in  the  operation  of  USDA,  be  a  foremost 
consideration.   County  committees  have  been  very  effective  in 
administering  programs,  setting  rules,  and  handling  appeals. 

County  committee  members  receive  very  little  compensation,  so 
any  reduction  of  their  numbers  would  amount  to  only  a  minimal 
savings.   Local  involvement  and  familiarity  with  the  needs  of 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  immediate  area  would  simply  not  be 
there  if  the  county  committees  were  eliminated. 

Members  of  Congress  seemed  to  understand  and  agree  with  the 
need  to  keep  services  localized.   Of  the  hundreds  of  visits  paid 
by  NFU  members  on  Capitol  Hill  during  last  year's  "fly-in,"  only 
SIX  representatives  and  senators  indicated  that  they  favored 
eliminating  the  present  county  committee  structure. 

To  quote  NFU  President  Leland  Swenson,  "the  County  Office  is 
the  personification  of  the  federal  government  at  the  local  level. 
USDA  is  the  people's  agency.   It  is  not  a  bunch  of  faceless 
bureaucrats;  it's  a  friend  and  neighbor  that  staffs  the  local 
office  and  knows  what  is  happening  in  the  area.  County  committees 
must  be  preserved." 

During  a  time  in  which  Americans  are  expressing  increased 
concern  about  the  growth  of  the  federal  bureaucracy,  preservation 
of  these  local  committees  should  be  an  important  consideration. 

Some  proponents  of  reorganization  contend  that  restructuring 
is  needed  because  there  are  fewer  farmers  today  than  when 
agriculture  programs  first  began  in  the  early  1930 's.   Even 
though  there  may  be  fewer  farmers  today,  the  number  of  acres 
which  are  farmed  has  not  changed  significantly.   We  believe  this 
should  be  one  of  the  criteria  to  be  considered. 

National  Farmers  Union  agrees  with  provisions  which  would 
require  the  secretary  to  publish  guidelines  and  solicit  public 
comment  on  what  criteria  should  be  used  for  any  reorganization 
proposal.   We  believe  the  value  of  a  field  office  should  not  be 
measured  only  by  comparing  overhead  costs  to  the  amount  paid  in 
direct  payments  to  farmers.   USDA  field  offices  perform  many 
functions  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  payments. 

In  addition,  in  order  to  improve  delivery. of  services. 
National  Farmers  Union  encourages  you  to  solicit  the  views  of 
those  receiving  the  services  as  well  as  those  who  administer  them 
at  the  local  level.   This  would  include  the  opinions  of  not  only 
of  farmers  and  ranchers  and  other  users  of  USDA  programs,  but 
also  of  field  personnel  and  county  committee  members. 

Our  organization  has  supported  providing  "one-stop  shops,"  or 
co-locating  USDA  offices  under  one  roof.   In  fact,  a  number  of 
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USDA  field  offices  have  already  been  co-located.   In  1988, 
Secretary  Yeutter  advised  the  General  Accounting  Office  that  USDA 
field  offices  were  fully  co-located  in  75  percent  of  the  counties 
and  partially  co-located  in  another  13  percent,  meaning  that  88 
percent  of  county  offices  are  already  co-located.   We  continue  to 
strongly  believe,  however,  that  the  offices  should  not  be 
regionalized. 

Before  any  field  offices  are  closed,  we  must  insist  that  the 
USDA  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and  its  bureaucracy  be  placed  under  the 
same  microscope  as  the  field  offices  which  provide  direct 
services  to  farmers.  We  should  not  overlook  the  fact  that  of  the 
approximately  150,000  USDA  employees,  only  20  percent  are  located 
in  field  offices.  Forty  percent  are  employees  of  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  and  another  2  0  percent  occupy  offices  in  the  Washington, 
D.C.  bureaucracy. 

To  summarize,  the  National  Farmers  Union  strongly  supports 
continuation  of  an  autonomous,  well-trained  county  committee 
system. 

Cost  savings  could  be  accomplished  by  streamlining  the 
administration  and  reducing  the  complexity  and  paperwork  required 
by  current  farm  programs. 

We  oppose  the  use  of  arbitrary  measures  of  the  value  of  any 
office,  such  as  comparisons  of  overhead  and  dollars  paid  in 
deficiency  payments. 

NFU  strongly  urges  those  who  wish  to  streamline  USDA  to 
include  all  offices,  including  the  Washington,  D.C, 
headquarters.   Consideration  of  reorganization  should  take  place 
in  an  orderly  fashion,  following  additional  full  and  complete 
field  hearings  throughout  the  country  involving  farmers  and 
others  who  use  USDA  programs  as  well  as  field  office  personnel 
who  deliver  these  services  at  the  local  level. 

Before  I  close,  I  would  like  to  bring  up  a  serious  concern 
that  is  presently  unfolding.   Our  operating  budget  will  force  us 
to  close  our  county  ASCS  office  for  six  weeks  before  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year.   In  addition,  as  a  result  of  our  depleted 
administration  funds  for  postage,  we  are  not  able  to  inform 
producers  of  the  new  disaster  program  or  any  1993  farm  program 
guidelines. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration.   I  would  be  happy 
to  answer  any  of  your  questions. 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

HARVEY  JOE  SANNER,  EXECUTIVE  VICE-PRESIDENT 

AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE  MOVEMENT,  INC. 


I'm  grateful  to  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  your  committee  members  for 
providing  us  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views  today.  I  am 
Harvey  Joe  Sanner,  a  rice  and  soybean  farmer  from  Des  Arc, 
Arkansas.  I  currently  serve  as  the  Executive  Vice-President  of  the 
American  Agriculture  Movement  Inc.  Todays  witness  list  gives  me 
confidence  that  you  will  hear  real  farmers  speaking  for  real 
farmers.  I'm  also  confident  that  you  will  hear  a  few  words  about 
concerns  other  than  reorganization  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture.  Farm  prices  of  1940  vintage  and  production  costs 
ifty  years  newer  will  probably  be  mentioned  today. 

We  have  been  very  pleased  with  Secretary  Espy's  remarks  about  his 
plans  for  USDA.  I  can  already  feel  some  improvement  in  attitude  in 
local  offices  of  ASCS  and  FmHA.  We  applaud  his  rejection  of  former 
Secretary  Edward  Madigan's  proposal  to  close  hundreds  of  field 
offices  that  serve  farmers.  His  promise  to  reduce  the  bureaucracy 
in  Washington  D.C.  first  is  winning  our  hearts  and  I  think  he  will 
win  more  of  them  than  any  recent  Secretary. 

We  have  seen  a  relentless  attack  on  our  programs  and  an  explosion 
of  unnecessary  paper  work  during  the  eighties.  Morale  has  suffered, 
not  only  farmers  but  ASCS  employees  in  particular.  The  confusion 
never  seems  to  stop  and  difference  in  interpretation  of  rules  from 
one  ASCS  office  to  another  has  been  common.  I  know  that  Secretary 
Espy  and  his  Chief  of  Staff,  Ron  Blackley  are  aware  of  the  many 
problems  facing  the  different  agencies.  Ron  has  extensive 
experience  in  ASCS  operations  and  we  are  very  encouraged  that  he 
and  Mr.  Espy  are  reaching  out  to  the  farm  community  for  input. 

I  have  much  confidence  in  others  on  this  panel  to  provide  you  with 
excellent  ideas  on  every  aspect  of  USDA  operations.  Everything  from 
an  Autonomous  Appeals  Panel  to  hear  farmer  grievances  to  one  stop 
shopping,  to  speedy  FmHA  loan  approvals  and  more  timely  ASCS 
payments  are  very  important  and  need  addressing.  So  I  will  not  be 
too  detailed  here. 
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There  is  a  division  of  USDA  that  I  feel  is  more  critically  in 
need  of  reform  than  many  others.  That  is  the  obvious  lack  of 
credibility  concerning  farm  income  statistics.  As  you  know,  it  is 
an  age  old  argument  as  to  who  is  a  farmer  and  who  is  not.  We  in  AAM 
think  it  is  past  time  for  us  to  get  serious  and  develop  a  system 
that  accurately  reflects  the  true  economic  condition  of  the 
production  sector.  In  my  opinion  one  of  the  most  glaring  and 
heinous  acts  former  Secretary  Madigan  did  before  he  rode  off  to 
his  heavenly  reward  at  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade  was  to  tout 
record  farm  income  for  1992.  The  outlandish  numbers  of  Forty  two 
Billion  Dollars  Net  Farm  Income  are  in  contrast  to  the  one-half 
billion  that  Senator  Bob  Kerry  has  from  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  There  might  be  flaws  in  both  figures  but  I  live  where  farm 
income,  or  the  lack  of,  is  very  evident  and  I  know  that  Senator 
Kerry  is  closer  to  the  truth  than  Mr.  Madigan.  The  method  that  USDA 
uses  to  inflate  farm  income  figures  borders  on  criminal.  Of  course 
if  I  were  operating  farm  programs  with  an  attitude  that  endorsed 
"export  the  farmers  and  keep  the  grain"  as  its  goal,  then  I  would 
imply  everything  was  rosy  on  the  farm.  In  this  computer  age  I  know 
that  USDA  can  develop  a  system  that  tells  to  the  penny  the  truth 
about  farm  income.  We  should  ask  USDA  officials  to  explain  why  we 
had  record  farm  bankruptcies  when  they  proclaimed  record  farm 
income  during  the  eighties.  While  farm  programs  use  less  than  one 
percent  of  the  budget  they  still  are  under  attack  and  when  the 
highest  ranking  official  in  USDA  misleads  Congress  and  the  public 
with  unfounded  numbers  the  damage  is  tremendous. 

EXAMPLE 
In  1982  USDA  listed  Net  Farm  Income  of  $1A  billion  dollars. 
In  1992  USDA  listed  Net  Farm  Income  of  $A2  billion  dollars. 

This  means  that  we  should  have  three  times  the  money  per  farmer  we 
had  ten  years  ago.  But  we  lost  approximately  800,000  farmers  during 
the  eighties,  so  the  survivors  should  have  at  least  six  times  more 
money.  I  don't  know  about  the  rest  of  the  600,000  full  time 
farmers,  but  I  could  use  my  money  that  USDA  claims  is  there. 
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It  saddens  me  because  I  love  this  country  and  defend  our  system 
daily  against  the  negative  complainers  as  being  the  best  in  the 
world.  I've  constantly  preached  to  farmers  that  its  not  the  system 
but  our  lack  of  participation  in  it  that  caused  the  farm  problem. 
Then  to  see  our  own  government  distort  and  manipulate  any  sector 
just  because  they  are  powerful  enough  to  do  it  angers  me  and 
should  anger  everyone. 

We  ask  the  committee  and  Secretary  Espy  to  restore  integrity  and 
original  purpose  to  USDA.  The  American  Agriculture  Movement  Inc. 
wants  to  be  an  active  partner  as  you  work  to  develop  new  directions 
for  USDA.  This  new  administration  is  holding  the  hopes  and  dreams, 
probably  the  last,  of  family  farmers  in  its  hands.  For  God's  sake 
don't  let  it  slip  away,  we  can  restore  vitality  to  rural  America 
again  and  a  profit  for  farmer  and  ranchers  will  cause  our  average 
age  to  retreat  to  a  more  reasonable  level  than  fifty  seven  years. 
All  we  have  ever  ask  for  in  AAM  is  a  fair  deal  and  we  deserve 
nothing  more  but  we  certainly  deserve  that  much. 

Good  luck  with  your  effort  and  thanks  for  coming  to  Iowa.  I  hope 
you  all  get  to  stay  for  the  concert  and  see  the  wonderful  friends 
that  rural  Americans  have  in  Farm  Aid.  Willie  Nelson  and  all  the 
other  artist  deserve  your  attention  and  our  undying  gratitude  for 
the  great  effort  they  continue  to  make  on  our  behalf. 

Thank  you  very  much. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE 


AMERICAN  CORN  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 


I.   INTRODUCTION 
I  am  Carl  L.  King  from  Dimmitt,  Texas.   I  am  a  farmer  and  I  am 
the  President  of  the  American  Corn  Growers  Association.   I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
on  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  in  regard  to  the  reorganization 
of  USDA. 

II.   USDA  SERVICES,  ADMINISTRATION  AND  REORGANIZATION 
We  believe  that  the  formation  of  a  Farm  Service  Agency  will  insure 
efficient  service  to  agriculture  producers  by  restructuring  the 
delivery  of  farm  programs.   The  concept  of  a  one-stop  service 
agency  will  insure  a  more  efficient  and  economical  system  of 
delivery.   Direct  savings  will  result  from  the  elimination  of 
excess  equipment,  streamlining  preparation  and  maintenance  of 
records  and  reduction  of  office  space  requirements. 

Any  plan  to  streamline  USDA  agencies  must  include  an  analysis 

of  services  being  provided  by  each  agency  and  consider  the  capabilities 

of  each  agency. 

We  feel  that  the  agency  chosen  to  lead  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
must  be  capable  of  providing  client  friendly  service,  efficient 
operation  and  each  employee  must  understand  the  implementation 
of  complex  government  programs. 

County  based  ASCS  Offices  are  administering  the  majority  of  all 
programs  that  will  be  available  at  a  one-stop  service  center. 
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Each  ASCS  Office  maintains  detailed  records  on  each  farming  operation 

in  their  county.   Records  include  farm  legal  descriptions,  records 

applicable  to  program  participation,  crop  history  of  acreage 

reported  over  the  past  ten  years,  crop  production  records,  conservation 

compliance  and  payment  eligibility  determinations.   These  records 

are  used  to  deliver  and  administer  the  agricultural  programs. 

Reorganization  of  USDA  will  insure  that  farm  programs  are  delivered 
in  the  most  cost  efficient  manner.   ASCS  currently  has  a  staff 
that  is  capable  of  administering  and  operating  all  programs  that 
will  be  administered  through  the  Farm  Service  Agency.   ASCS  curren-.ly 
has  all  records  necessary  to  operate  all  farm  programs  that  will 
be  offered  by  the  Farm  Service  Agency.   Support  personnel  to 
perform  technical  services  can  be  obtained  from  within  the  curror.-^^ 
SCS  staff.   FmHA  personnel  could  be  utilized  to  provide  assistar.c-- 
in  preparing  loans  to  farmers  and  ranchers. 

Utilizing  the  ASCS  staff  of  well  trained,  dedicated  employees 
who  understand  their  duties  as  servants  to  the  government  and 
to  each  agriculture  producer  will  result  in  an  effective  transit:  : 
to  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

The  staff  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  would  require  the  addition 
of  one  conservation  technician  to  provide  technical  support. 
The  conservation  technician  could  be  obtained  from  the  current 
SCS  work  force. 
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Crop  insurance  programs,  currently  serviced  by  FCIC  and  other 
re-insured  companies  could  easily  be  incorporated  in  the  agency. 
No  additional  permanent  employees  would  be  required  and  as  needed 
temporary  employees  could  be  hired  to  perform  crop  appraisals. 

III.   FmHA 


We  believe  that  administrative  staff  could  be  shared  through 
co-locations  and  include  the  Farmers  Home  Administration.   Should 
a  decision  be  made  to  include  FmHA  loans  under  the  umbrella  of 
the  Farm  Service  Agency,  loan  specialists  can  be  obtained  from 
the  current  FmHA  work  force. 

We  feel  that  employees  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  who  use  their 
personal  vehicle  should  be  paid  standard  mileage  to  eliminate 
vehicle  cost  and  maintenance  therefore  creating  a  tremendous 
savings . 

We  recommend  to  this  committee  that  the  ASCS  be  the  lead  agency 
in  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

We  would  also  like  to  make  some  suggestions  that  we  would  like 
this  committee  to  consider  for  both  short-term  and  long-term 
usage. 

We  feel  that  we  do  not  need  marketing  loans  for  grains.   It  would 
eliminate  many  costs  if  we  did  not  have  these  loans.   It  would 
also  reduce  net  farm  income  because  we  want  a  supply  management 
program  and  the  loan  level  raised  to  at  the  the  cost  of  production. 
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The  United  States  sets  the  price  for  the  world  on  feed  grains. 
These  programs  have  to  be  implemented  in  a  way  that  shows  a  profit 
to  the  producer.   By  raising  the  loan,  we  would  eliminate  many 
costs  to  the  government.   In  regard  to  FmHA  loans,  it  would  save 
money  in  direct  program  spending  by  raising  the  loan  and  also 
show  a  cash  flow  to  the  producer.   We  feel  that  the  cuts  that 
are  coming  up  in  USDA  should  be  first  made  in  Washington,  D.C. 
We  cannot  start  at  the  county  level  where  services  are  delivered. 
It  needs  to  start  at  the  top  and  work  its  way  down.   I  know  that 
under  the  past  administration  there  were  very  few  cuts  made  in 
Washington.   Most  of  the  cuts  were  made  on  the  state  and  county 
levels. 

The  American  Corn  Growers  Association  believes  in  maximizing 
farmer  profitability.   We  reject  the  failed  farm  policies  of 
the  1980 's  which  have  forced  thousands  of  American  farmers  off 
the  land.   We  believe  that  adopting  a  balanced  approach  to  basic 
commodities  will  stop  this  dangerous  trend.   We  call  for  elimination 
of  price  support  provided  that  we  have  a  loan  rate  equal  to  the 
cost  of  production  plus  10  percent  and  a  diversion  of  crop  acres 
when  the  carry-over  of  corn  stocks  reaches  20  percent  of  total 
Feed,  Seed  and  Industrial  (FSI)  use. 

We  feel  that  the  top  priority  on  the  short  run  would  be  for  the 
Secretary  to  raise  the  loan  level  to  the  maximura  of  his  discretionary 
authority.   The  loan  rate  sets  the  price  of  what  we  receive  for 
our  products. 
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We  know  that  Mr.  Panetta  who  heads  0MB  is  anxious  to  cut  the 
budget  everywhere  that  he  can.   We  have  a  plan  that  will  save 
the  government  millions  of  dollars  in  price  support  payments 
to  the  farmers  if  they  will  just  raise  the  loan  so  that  we  can 
make  a  decent  living  and  at  the  same  time  have  a  supply  management 
concept . 

IV.   GATT  AND  NAFTA 
In  our  opinion,  GATT  is  compatible  with  NAFTA.   The  entire  GATT 
treaty  is  incorporated  into  NAFTA.   After  lengthy  study,  we  came 
to  a  conclusion  that  NAFTA  will  not  help  the  American  farmer 
and  it  could  hurt  us  in  many  respects.   We  are  already  shipping 
corn  to  Mexico  on  a  monthly  basis.   I  think  that  the  main  things 
that  can  bother  us  is  the  point  of  origin.   For  example,  there 
is  no  point  of  origin  established  as  of  this  date.   This  simply 
means  that  as  far  as  sugar  is  concerned,  Cuba  or  any  other  country 
could  send  sugar  into  Mexico  and  Mexico  could  send  it  right  into 
the  U.S.   I  know  that  Congress  has  to  do  a  lot  of  studying  of 
these  agreements  before  they  come  to  a  final  vote.   I  just  hope 
that  they  understand  the  full  implications  of  the  treaties. 
We  have  heard  a  lot  about  labor,  textile  workers  and  job  replacements 
and  loses  but  agriculture  has  been  failed  to  mention  on  many 
occasions.   Agriculture  is  the  largest  industry  in  the  world 
and  yet  it  is  paid  very  little  attention  to  in  these  agreements. 
In  1980,  the  U.S.  supplied  80  percent  of  Mexico's  corn  imports 
and  in  1989,  the  average  was  2.6  million  metric  tons.   In  1991, 
the  U.S.  exported  only  1.1  million  tons  to  Mexico. 
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The  prior  administration  contented  that  because  of  NAFTA  corn 
exports  to  Mexico  would  increase  50  percent  over  the  fifteen 
year  period  of  the  agreement  and  that  U.S.  revenues  would  increase 
400  to  450  million  dollars.   That  would  mean  a  5  cent  increase 
in  the  cash  price  for  corn.   We  doubt  that  this  will  happen  and 
5  cent  a  bushel  is  very  little  increase  considering  what  the 
farmer  has  to  pay  for  his  cost  of  production.   In  short,  as  far 
as  the  American  Corn  Growers  Association  is  concerned,  we  would 
rather  see  GATT  and  NAFTA  scraped  and  start  over  until  we  can 
see  that  the  producer  gets  a  profit  in  this  agreement  and  that 
everything  is  fair.   There  is  no  such  thing  as  free  trade  but 
were  are  for  fair  trade  if  it  can  be  accomplished. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  and  attention.   I  will  answer 
any  questions  that  the  committee  may  have  at  this  time. 


223 


^^^< 


National  Family  Farm  Coalition 


no  Maryland  Avenue,  NE.  Suite  307   •   Washington,  DC  20002    •    (202)   543-5675    •    Fax:  (202)   543-0978 


TESTIMONT  OF  CXJItT  ROHLAND 

PRESIDENT,  NATIOHAI.  FAMILY  FARM  COALITION; 

DAIRY  FARMER  -  WITHEE,  WISCONSIN 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NXJTRITIOH 

April  23,  1993 

Ames,  Iowa  Field  Hearing 

Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee, 
Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Research,  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today  in  Ames,  Iowa  on  behalf  of 
the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  (NFFC)  an  organization 
representing  family  farmers  in  30  states  around  the  country. 

The  topic  of  this  hearing  is  to  review  USDA  services  to  farmers  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  field  structure.  USDA  plays  a  critical 
role  in  our  day  to  day  lives  -  from  the  prices  we  receive,  our 
access  to  credit,  and  too  often  our  frustration  with  government. 

There  is  an  opportunity  for  a  new-farmer  friendly  USDA  to  in  fact 
be  our  avenue  to  achieving  the  types  of  programs  and  farming 
practices  that  should  be  encouraged.  We  urge  that  the  functions  of 
the  department  be  analyzed  to  see  how  to  best  meet  the  needs  of 
farmers  and  consumers.  For  example,  I  am  very  aware  of  the 
confusion  about  who  is  responsible  for  sustainable  agriculture 
programs  within  USDA  as  recently  documented  by  the  GAO  report.  Will 
the  new  Farmer  Services  Administration  or  new  clusters  of  sub- 
agencies  be  done  to  ensure  that  there  is  a  clear  sense  of  direction 
to  guide  the  policy  instead  of  the  current  situation  that  has 
promoted  fragmentation?  Will  there  be  an  agency  wide  review  of 
civil  rights  compliance  in  terms  of  agency  employees  at  the  local 
and  national  level  as  well  as  participation  in  USDA  programs?  Many 
of  the  studies  that  would  provide  us  with  this  type  of  important 
information  were  included  in  the  1990  Farm  Bill  yet  scuttled  for 
budget  reasons.  Will  they  be  conducted  to  ensure  that  this 
reorganization  is  done  for  the  longterm  not  the  quick  savings? 

As  a  dairy  farmer,  I  want  to  spend  less  time  at  the  FmHA  Office  or 
at  the  ASCS  Office.  So  far  "consolidation"  has  meant  added  driving 
time  for  me.  When  I  finally  arrive  at  the  newly  "consolidated" 
office,  I  am  met  with  the  same  staff  from  my  county,  two  or  three 
additional  counties  housed  in  a  much  larger  office.  As  a  farmer  I 
seem  to  be  the  only  one  who  has  been  affected  and  my  mind 
questions,  'What  has  been  saved?  when  I  hear  "streamlining,"  I  as)c 
who  and  what  is  being  changed  in  this  process?  When  "savings  '  are 


224 


discussed  is  there  a  fair  calculation  of  the  real  cost  of  many  of 
these  changes?  Are  we  talking  about  five  offices  co-located  in  one 
location  or  attempting  to  cross-train  one  person  to  do  five  jobs, 
or  is  the  whole  application  process  for  USDA  programs  to  be  reduced 
to  a  simplified  form.  If  the  latter  is  the  case,  then  I  would 
question  how  much  faith  we  as  farmers  can  have  in  an  overly 
complicated  computer  processing  system?  FmHA  has  "computer  tools" 
now  in  place  that  should  be  used  to  keep  me  on  the  farm  —  but  all 
too  often  those  same  tools  are  made  to  say  that  I  can't  farm. 

The  current  situation  is  not  sustainable.  Many  farm  families  in  my 
area  who  have  struggled  to  survive  since  the  mid  -  1980  s  are  not 
going  to  make  it.  Some  have  received  FmHA  delinquency  notices  and 
are  trying  to  cashflow  an  impossible  situation.  Others  have  been 
liquidating  their  dairy  herds  while  others  attempt  to  "diversify" 
their  operations  -  into  direct  marketing,  organic,  or  other  methods 
-  only  to  quickly  discover  that  the  markets  and  the  prices  can ' t 
make  the  difference  either. 

OSDA  RBORCAMIZATIOW  AMD  APPEALS  SYSTEM; 

As  farmers  and  farm  advocates  from  around  the  country,  we  know  that 
there  have  been  serious  problems  with  both  USDA  implementation  of 
many  programs  and  its  policies  for  the  past  twelve  years.  We  hope 
that  this  will  change  and  welcome  being  part  of  the  process. 

Much  of  the  work  our  organization  has  focussed  on  has  been  the 
education  of  ourselves  about  the  law,  the  regulations,  and  how  it's 
supposed  to  work.  We  are  the  consumers  of  USDA  programs  yet  have 
often  found  ourselves  being  the  "teachers"  to  try  and  obtain  our 
basic  rights  about  the  programs. 

In  1988,  it  was  farmers  who  tried  to  educate  their  local  FmHA 
office  about  the  regulations  for  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of 
1987  when  they  were  provided  wrong  information.  In  1991,  it  took 
major  efforts  by  farmers  and  farm  organizations  to  get  any  real 
implementation  of  the  Integrated  Farm  Management  Program  (IFMPO)  by 
local  ASCS  offices.  Farmers  were  told  not  to  bother  to  apply  - 
that  it  wouldn't  work  on  their  farms,  and  wasn't  worth  the  effort. 
This  small  yet  significant  program  helps  lay  the  groundwork  for 
more  significant  policy  changes  to  encourage  farmers  to  shift  their 
farming  practices  towards  rotation  and  less  pesticide  use,  yet  less 
than  100,000  acres  has  been  enrolled  in  the  program.  We  are 
concerned  that  with  farm  program  signup  going  on  right  now,  and  no 
new  state  administrators  and  staff  implementing  the  programs  -  that 
we  are  losing  another  year  for  this  and  other  important  programs. 

We  urge  USDA  to  convene  meetings  of  farmers  on  each  of  the 
different  program  areas  in  different  regions  of  the  country.  Some 
of  this  could  be  "Farmer  For\ims'  with  the  new  ASCS  and  FmHA  State 
Directors  or  in  meetings  with  D.C.  staff.  This  is  particularly 
important  with  proposals  to  improve  the  IFMPO  program,  extension 
role  in  sustainable  agriculture  or  FmHA  credit  access  and  debt 
restructuring . 
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We  are  excited  about  working  with  the  new  USDA  and  the  Congress  in 
ensuring  that  USDA  is  in  fact  ■  farmer- friendly "  at  all  levels. 
This  means  in  its  delivery  of  programs,  its  appeals  system,  its 
lending  programs  and  how  it  treats  its  employees.  We  are  pleased 
that  Secretary  Espy  suspended  some  FmHA  foreclosure  actions  in 
early  March  pending  a  new  review  process,  yet  we  have  major 
questions  about  how  this  process  will  in  fact  work  due  to  the 
complexity  of  the  problems  facing  many  of  the  FmHA  borrowers  who 
have  been  struggling  to  get  their  debts  restructured.  I  would  like 
to  submit  a  copy  of  a  letter  developed  by  our  Credit  Committee  and 
sent  to  the  FmHA  Acting  Administrator  last  week. 

DALRS: 

The  Ag  Credit  Act  of  1987  made  loan  service  options  available  to 
FmHA  borrowers  if  it  was  more  cost  effective  for  the  government  to 
keep  the  borrower  on  his  land.  There  loan  service  programs  provide 
a  large  number  of  alternatives  for  restructuring  FmHA  loans.  DALR$ 
is  a  computerized  decision  support  tool  to  be  used  by  an  FmHA 
Decision  Maker.  This  means  that  the  computer  assists  the  FmHA  loan 
officer  in  making  a  decision.  In  many  of  our  state,  borrowers  are 
allowed  only  one  chances  to  have  A  DALR$  analysis.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  after  working  with  this  program  on  numerous 
borrowers,  it  becomes  quite  clear  to  the  Decision  Makers  if  a  plan 
will  work.  As  many  of  our  Decision  Makers  have  become  a  farmer's 
adversary  rather  than  an  advocate  for  the  farmer  our  advocates  find 
places  that  had  the  borrower  been  allowed  a  minor  change  in  a 
cashflow  projection,  thousands  of  DALR$  could  have  been  saved  by 
the  government.  Secretary  Espy's  idea  of  computer  access  is  a  good 
idea  for  both  USDA  and  the  farmer,  that  would  require  real  access 
to  farmers  in  all  regions  of  the  country  with  farm  advocates  to 
assist  those  farmers  who  are  not  computer  knowledgeable.  Free 
assistance  from  advocates  who  are  committed  to  seeing  the  system 
work  would  afford  farmers  much  needed  help  to  understand 
complicated  calculations  and  regulations,  while  allowing  USDA  to 
better  achieve  the  Secretary's  goal  of  making  USDA  s 
reorganization  "farmer-friendly. " 

Training: 

Training  at  USDA  is  essential  for  employees  and  farmer  borrowers . 
County  Committee  members  have  new  roles  but  lack  any  real  training. 
We  urge  USDA  to  prioritize  its  outreach  to  farmers  and  their 
training  programs  to  clearly  explain  the  agency  policies  so  that 
farmers  can  once  again  turn  to  local  offices  for  assistance.  we 
want  to  ensure  that  reorganization  is  done  so  that  it  makes  sense 
not  just  to  save  $1  billion  in  the  budget  book. 

The  Bush  Administration  "strategic  plan"  for  FmHA  needs  to  be 
revisited  due  to  its  clear  direction  of  eliminating  a  role  for  FmHA 
in  both  farm  and  housing  lending.  We  want  to  ensure  that  the 
employee  consolidation  plans  are  accomplished  by  attrition,  not  by 
consolidating  sub-agencies  where  there  has  been  important  work 
performed  by  career  employees.  Of  particular  concern  is  the  low 
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number  of  women  and  people  of  color  in  many  jobs  both  at  the 
national  and  local  level . 

Appeals ! 

An  area  of  major  concern  since  1989  has  been  the  operation  of  the 
FmHA  appeals  system.  In  1987  a  new  appeals  system  was  established 
in  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act.  It  was  working  very  well, 
overturning  nearly  60%  of  the  cases  in  support  of  the  FmHA 
borrower,  until  the  independence  of  the  National  Appeals  Staff  was 
directly  jeopardized  by  the  intervention  of  the  FmHA  Director. 
Since  that  time  the  appeals  process  has  basically  been  frozen. 
Farmers  have  won  appeals  that  are  subsequently  ignored  by  the  local 
FmHA  office.  Many  other  farmers  have  waited  months,  and  now  years, 
for  final  decisions.  In  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  a  new  ASCS  appeals 
system  was  created  that  was  supposed  to  be  independent,  yet  has 
failed  to  work  as  envisioned  by  Congress. 

These  problems  have  been  well  documented  in  House  Government 
Operations  testimony  and  three  Senate  Agriculture  Committee 
hearings  in  the  past  two  years.  Legislation  to  create  an 
independent  USDA  appeals  system  for  all  agencies  -  ASCS,  FmHA,  CCC, 
SCS  -  was  introduced  last  session  and  is  about  to  be  reintroduced. 
We  would  also  urge  USDA  to  develop  an  agency-wide  mediation  system 
similar  to  that  in  use  for  farm-credit  disputes.  There  are 
currently  18  states  that  have  mediation  programs  with  a  federal 
match  provided  to  cover  70%  of  the  cost  of  the  program.  Mediation 
has  been  found  to  be  very  cost-effective  in  resolving  disputes, 
particularly  in  those  states  where  there  is  mandatory  participation 
of  all  creditors.  This  effort  should  cut  across  USDA  agencies  as 
well  as  other  parts  of  the  government  such  as  Small  Business 
Administration  whose  loans  are  often  causing  many  of  the  farm 
foreclosure  and  cashflow  problems . 

Who  pays  the  cost  of  reorganization?  We  strongly  urge  the 
Congress  and  USDA  to  eissess  the  economic  costs  and  benefits  of  a 
reorganization  plan.  The  Madigan  plan  to  close  local  offices  was 
done  without  this  analysis.  We  have  heard  that  they  didn't  examine 
which  offices  had  longterm  leases,  the  length  of  time  for  farmers 
to  drive  or  even  more  serious  -  they  didn't  count  into  their 
calculations  the  number  of  guaranteed  loans  that  an  individual 
office  is  servicing,  even  though  their  salary  review  was  based  on 
the  numbers  of  farmers  that  could  "graduate'  from  direct  to 
guaranteed  loans .  The  assumptions  used  in  this  formula  need  to  be 
examined.  We  are  heauring  that  offices  are  being  moved  or  closed 
down  and  new  construction  approvals  are  being  made  even  though  the 
process  is  supposed  to  be  on  hold. 

Tha  Potential  of  USDA:  USDA  plays  an  important  role  in  revitalizing 
our  crumbling  rural  communities  both  through  developing  new 
policies  and  improving  its  implementation.  Tax  revenues  are  down, 
farm  income  is  so  low  that  farmers  cannot  replace  broken  equipment, 
and  many  are  forced  to  find  off-farm  employment  possibly  displacing 
another  worker  who  is  struggling  to  maintain  his/her  standard  of 
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living.  The  real  costs  of  low  farm  income  need  to  be  analyzed  and 
factored  into  the  equation.  We  call  on  USDA  and  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  to  take  a  broader  view  of  who  is 
currently  paying  for  the  export-driven  low  loan  rate  policies  of 
the  past  decade  and  to  analyze  the  level  of  savings  that  would  be 
gained  by  increasing  loan  rates  to  a  level  that  more  closely  meets 
the  actual  costs  of  production. 

We  urge  a  thorough  review  of  Congressional  oversight  and 
investigative  hearings  that  have  exposed  and  documented  many  of  the 
agency  problems.  These  range  from  low  farm  income,  lack  of  civil 
rights  enforcement  within  USDA,  lack  of  enforcement  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Act,  failure  of  the  USDA  appeals  process,  among  a 
myriad  of  other  concerns.  For  farmers  and  farm  advocates,  these 
hearings  have  been  an  opportunity  to  state  the  problems ,  yet  the 
solutions  have  been  consistently  ignored. 

COHCLUSIOH 

The  task  ahead  is  great  for  us  to  sustain  our  lives  and  livelihood 
as  a  farm-based  agriculture  and  economic  democracy.  We  all  have 
responsibilities  to  reclaim  the  direction  of  our  farm  and  food 
policy.  As  family  farmers  we  have  lost  a  lot  over  the  past  decade. 
Our  farm-based  rural  communities  have  been  depopulated  directly 
threatening  their  future.  If  this  trend  is  not  reversed,  the 
entire  country  will  be  paying  the  price  and  the  social  costs  of 
these  shifts. 

I  can  tell  you  personally  and  as  a  representative  of  family  farmers 
across  the  country,  there  is  once  again  hope  and  a  glimmering  of 
optimism  with  the  arrival  of  a  new  Administration.  This  optimism 
must  be  translated  into  real  changes  and  a  commitment  towards 
rebuilding  our  chances  for  economic  survival.  We  look  forward  to 
working  with  this  Committee .  As  in  the  past  we  stand  ready  to  work 
with  you  in  forging  a  common-sense,  workable  approach  to  solving 
our  current  problems  and  creating  new  policies  and  programs  that 
will  restore  prosperity  to  farmers,  therefore  an  economic  recovery 
for  us  all. 
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My  name  is  John  Morrison.  I  owned  and  operated  a  breeder  hen  farm  in  north 
Louisiana  until  its  sale  in  December,  1992.  I  am  now  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
National  Contract  Poultry  Growers  Association  (NCPGA).  The  NCPGA  represents  and 
assists  thousands  of  poultry  growers  across  the  breadth  of  this  nation.  These  producers 
of  chicken,  turkeys,  and  commercial  eggs  are  subjected  to  many  unfair  and 
discriminatory  practices  by  the  large  venically  integrated  companies  with  whom  they 
contract.  The  absolute  control  of  virtually  every  aspect  of  the  industry  from  the 
production  and  hatching  of  the  eggs  to  the  transport  of  the  meat  or  eggs  to  the 
supermarket  creates  many  opportunities  for  manipulation  of  the  grower  to  enhance  the 
bottom  line  results  of  the  companies.  This  manipulation  of  the  farmers  is  best  reflected 
by  the  continued  high  level  of  return  on  equity  of  15%-20%  over  the  past  ten  years  for 
these  companies  while  the  contract  growers  income  has  declined  from  a  very  modest 
level  ten  years  ago  to  at  most  subsistence  pay  now  and  in  many  cases  well  below 
established  poverty  levels.  This  exists  even  with  growers  who  have  individual 
investments  in  poultry  facilities  exceeding  $250,000. 

Much  of  this  decline  can  be  attributed  to  the  use  of  deceptive  practices  by  integrators  in 
their  dealings  with  contract  growers.  Specific  examples  of  deceptive  practices  in  which 
the  growers  were  deprived  of  their  due  and  just  income  can  be  found  in  recent 
successful  court  challenges.^  The  abuses  are  not  isolated  events  relegated  to  a  particular 
company  or  a  particular  area,  but  are  widespread  from  the  eastern  seaboard  to  the  very 
most  western  limits  of  this  continent,  and  committed  by  the  very  largest  companies  to 
those  smaller  in  size.  This  fact  is  supported  by  the  rising  number  of  lawsuits  filed  by 
growers  as  well  as  by  the  horror  stories  of  many  farmers,  some  of  whose  personal 
experiences  in  the  form  of  affidavits  are  incorporated  herein  as  Appendix  A.  Excerpts 
from  a  few  of  these  affidavits  reflect: 

"I  believe  that  I  am  fairly  typical  of  almost  anyone  from  a  farming 
community  who  takes  his  personal  ethics  and  rural  trust  to  the  business 
table It  disturbs  me  to  think  that  1  am  in  a  lose,  lose  situation." 


1.  In  the  first  suit,  A  R.  Rraswell  v.  ConAgra.  936  F.2d  1 169  (1 1th  Cir.  1991),  the 
growers  were  successful.  In  Raldree  v.  Careill.  758  F.  Supp.704  (M.  D.  Fla.  1990) 
aff'd,925  F.2d  1474  (11th  Cir.  1991),  the  growers  have  attained  success  at  the 
preliminary  injunction  stage. 
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"it  is  my  opinion  that  this  integrator  is  engaging  in  unfair  practices 
by  manipulating  a  secret  and  biased  competitive  formula  that  results  in 
artificial  competition  among  contract  poultry  growers.  The  purpose  of  this 
practice  along  with  the  practices  listed  below,  is  to  develop  a  history  of 
poor  performance  on  growers  Southland  plans  to  eliminate." 

"Mental  stress  is  probably  the  hardest  part  of  being  a  contract 
poultry  Grower.  As  do  most  contract  poultry  growers,  I  have  a  very  large 
debt,  a  less  than  desirable  contract  and  an  uncertain  future." 

"How  does  a  person  begin  writing  about  a  terrible  nightmare? 
Hopefully  this  letter  will  not  get  into  the  wrong  hands." 

Factors  common  to  these  stories  are  the  use  of  deceptive  practices  and  intimidation 
which  induces  fear,  fear  of  retaliation  which  could  lead  to  loss  of  the  family  farm. 
There  are  no  simple  and  easy  solutions  to  these  problems.The  NCPGA  is  addressing 
these  issues  with  a  multi-faceted  approach  at  the  federal  level  involving: 

A.  Actions  to  amend  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Act^ 

B.  Recommendations  to  modify  Packers  &  Stockyards  Regulations-' 

C.  Resource  assignment  within  Packers  &  Stockyards  Administration 

Our  purpose  in  appearing  before  you  today  relates  to  this  third  facet  of  assignment  of 
resources  available  to  those  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  administering  and 
enforcing  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Act.  The  NCPGA  would  like  to  focus  attention  on 
three  specific  areas: 

I.        Field  office  staffing  in  poultry  areas 
'  n.       Staff  training 

HI.     Anti-trust  investigations 


2.  The  NCPGA  is  preparing  an  amendment  to  extend  protection  to  all  contract 
poultry  growers  and  to  provide  for  administrative  authority  for  the  poultry  area. 

3.  NCPGA  recommended  changes  to  regulations  for  the  act  included  as  Appendix  B 


Office 

Rgnl  Supv 

Audit 

Mkt, 

Atlanta 

1 

4 

3 

Memphis 

1 

4 

3 

Bedford 

1 

3 

3 
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I.  Staffing  -  The  Packers  &  Stockyards  Administration,  as  reported  by  supervisors  in 
the  Washington  office,  has  current  budgeted  authority  for  191  employees.  Fifteen  of 
these  are  on  the  Washington  staff  with  the  balance  working  through  the  twelve  regional 
field  offices  across  the  nation.  These  regional  offices  oversee  packers  and  stockyards 
dealings  with  red  meat  producers  and  live  poultry  dealers  working  with  poultry 
growers  who  produce  birds  for  slaughter.  The  Bedford,  Virginia,  Atlanta,  Georgia,  and 
Memphis,  Tennessee  offices  are  responsible  for  overseeing  85%  of  the  poultry  grown 
for  slaughter  in  this  country.  These  offices  are  staffed  as  follows: 

Pkr/Pltry  Indstrl  Clerical 
1                 1  2 

1  0  2 

1  1  2 

With  such  a  concentration  of  poultry  production  in  the  South  and  Southeast,  these  three 
offices  have  oversight  of  some  16  million  live  birds  sold  daily.  Poultry  industry 
problems  are  handled  only  on  a  complaint  basis  in  view  of  the  limited  staff  available. 
Oversight  visits  and  monitering  of  integrators  practices  in  their  dealings  with  poultry 
growers  would  accomplish  significant  reductions  in  grower  abuse.  With  the  terrible 
intimidation  of  growers  present  throught  the  country,  few  complaints  are  filed  because 
of  fear  of  retaliation,  therefore  the  unfairness  continues  unabated. 

To  address  this,  the  NCPGA  requests  that: 

1.)  additional  poultry  and  other  specialists  be  employed  wherein  proper  oversight  can 
be  exercised  in  an  industry  historically  rife  with  deceptive  and  unfair  practices. 

2.)  a  policy  be  instituted  for  unannounced  oversight  visits  on  an  inegular  but  frequent 
basis. 

3.)  consideration  be  given  to  the  establishment  of  a  Poultry  Division  within  the  Packers 
&  Stockyards  Administration  to  provide  a  focused  oversight  of  the  poultry  industry. 
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These  changes  are  further  justified  in  light  of  the  tremendous  increase  in  poultry 
production  over  the  last  10  years.  (J.  S.  annual  per  capita  consumption  of  poultry 
during  this  time  has  increased  about  25  pounds  or  almost  50%  to  a  level  of  76  pounds  in 

1992**.  The  increased  production  has  added  15,000  to  20,000  farmers  to  the  poultry 
producing  ranks.  Meanwhile,  red  meat  consumption  has  declined  approximately  10% 
when  viewed  on  the  same  basis,  from  134  pounds  in  1983  to  122  pounds  in  1992'*. 
Reassignment  and  alignment  of  resources  within  the  Administration  are  therefore 
justified  to  recognize  this  change  in  the  American  demand  for  poultry. 

II.  Training  -  With  the  increased  number  of  problems  brought  on  by  the  growth  in 
poultry  production  and  the  corporate  concentration  occurring  in  the  industry,  it  is 
imperative  that  Packers  &  Stockyards  personnel  be  adequately  trained  for  identification 
of  the  deceptive  practices  which  are  used  in  most  all  areas  where  contract  production 
exists.  Technological  advances  in  poultry  genetics  as  well  as  feed  formulating  when 
coupled  with  newly  conceived  equipment  and  management  concepts  create  opportunities 
for  employing  unfair  practices.  Only  with  well  trained  specialists  can  these  factors  be 
properly  reviewed  for  compliance  with  the  Act.  The  NCPGA  requests  implementation 
of  technical  training  seminars  for  the  Administrations  poultry  specialists,  to  be 
conducted  by  qualified  university  systems  with  assistance  and  input  from  experts  within 
the  Administration  and  various  grower  organizations  across  the  country. 

III.  Anti-trust  -  Corporate  concentration  within  the  poultry  industry  has  advanced  to 
the  point  that  the  top  nine  firms  now  control  in  excess  of  55%  of  the  broiler  market- 
Similar  concentrations  have  taken  place  in  the  red  meat  market  amidst  growing 
concerns  about  anti-trust  violations  as  evidenced  by  the  1992  Congressional 
appropriation  of  $500,000  to  determine  the  effects  of  mergers  and  buyouts  on  the  red 
meat  market.  The  NCPGA  recommends  that  a  special  study  of  poultry  industry 
concentration  be  undertaken  by  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Administration  with  a  special 
emphasis  on  the  lack  of  regional  competition. 


4.  USDA  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service 

5.  Broilers  -  Differentiating  a  Commodity.  Richard  T.  Rogers,  Food  Marketing 
Policy  Center  Research  Report  No.  18,  December,  1992 
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The  three  recommendations  contained  herein  are  but  a  modest  step  in  correction  of  the 
many  injustices  experienced  by  contract  poultry  growers.  However,  when  coupled  with 
the  changes  afforded  by  our  proposed  amendment  to  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Act  and 
the  recommended  changes  to  the  regulations  promulgated  for  its  administration  and 
enforcement,  a  positive  advance  toward  restoration  of  the  "American  Dream"  for 
poultry  farmers  will  have  been  made. 

The  National  Contract  Poultry  Growers  Association  strongly  urges  action 
to  implement  these  recommendations. 
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Testimony  of  the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  Federation 

Before  the  House  Agriculture 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations 

April  23,  1993 

Ames,  Iowa 


Good  morning.  My  name  is  Merlin  Plagge  and  I  am  here  today  to 
present  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  I  farm  in 
Cerro  Gordo  County  and  am  in  my  sixth  year  as  president  of  the  Iowa  Farm 
Bureau.  The  Iowa  Farm  Bureau  is  the  largest  general  farm  organization  in  this 
state. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  with  you  today  about  the 
reorganization  of  the  U.S.D.A.  I  will  cover  five  points  which  Farm  Bureau 
believes  must  be  part  of  any  reorganization  plan.  But  first,  I  would  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  some  facts  which  support  our  position. 

Reorganization  has  focused  primarily  on  the  farmer  delivery  programs 
administered  by  U.S.D.A.  Yet,  expenditures  for  programs  directly  related  to 
production  agriculture  represent  only  20%  of  the  total  USD  A  budget.  Over  half 
of  USDA's  $62  billion  budget  is  spent  on  federal  food  aid  and  nutrition 
programs. 

The  Voice  ol  AgncuHwe 
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Over  the  past  20  years,  the  focus  of  USDA  has  shifted  from 
administering  farm  programs  to  providing  food  aid  and  nutrition  programs.  For 
instance,  conservation  and  marketing  programs  now  comprise  less  than  30%  of 
USDA's  budget  whereas  these  programs  received  about  40%  of  the  total  in 
1972. 

The  growth  in  programs  has  not  been  in  the  area  of  production 
agriculture.  Thus,  I  believe  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  assume  great  savings  from 
a  reorganization  of  the  farmer  delivery  programs  within  USDA.  Our  goal  should 
be  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  this  delivery  system  on  the 
limited  resources  currently  available. 

To  accomplish  this  goal,  I  would  make  several  recommendations.  First, 
reorganization  of  USDA  should  not  overlook  the  importance  of  the 
decentralized  farmer  delivery  system  currently  in  place.  The  structure  of  count> 
and  state  offices  and  locally-elected  committees  to  administer  USDA  programs 
provides  for  decentralized  decision-making  at  the  local  level.  While  the  current 
format  of  separate  offices  for  each  program  in  every  county  could  be  improved 
upon,  we  should  not  abandon  the  concept  of  local  decision-making. 

Second,  we  should  establish  a  national  appeals  division  within  USDA 
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to  arbitrate  producer  appeals  for  the  ASCS,  SCS  and  FmHA.  Farmers'  Home 
Administration  already  does  this.  The  1990  Farm  Bill  authorized  a  national 
appeals  division  for  ASCS.  This  is  especially  critical  as  these  agencies  are  forced 
to  juggle  the  dual  role  of  the  farmers'  friend  and  the  policeman.  An 
independent  appeals  division  will  ensure  equity  in  the  treatment  of  producer 
appeals. 

Third,  we  should  institute  some  changes  in  the  current  procedures  to 
improve  the  efficiency  of  USDA  services.  These  should  include:  increased 
emphasis  on  the  use  of  telecommimications  to  implement  farm  programs;  a 
shared  computer  data  base  for  all  local  USDA  agencies  and  co-location  of  local 
offices  and  personnel.  These  changes  can  help  to  simplify  USDA  program 
delivery  and  improve  customer  service. 

Fourth,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and  Agricultural 
Stabilization  Service  (ASCS)  should  be  maintained  as  separate  agencies. 
Farmers  look  to  SCS  for  technical  assistance  and  education  which  is  a  different 
role  than  the  ASCS's  role  in  administering  government  farm  programs.  Farmers 
have  confidence  and  trust  in  working  with  their  local  SCS  personnel  and 
commissioner  because  of  its  past  role. 
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And  lastly,  USDA  reorganization  should  not  mean  a  shifting  of  program 
responsibility  to  any  other  department  We  believe  the  USDA  should  maintain 
oversight  of  all  programs  currently  under  its  jurisdiction.  USDA  has  the 
knowledge  and  expertise  in  administering  programs  related  to  agriculture  and  the 
farming  community.  To  remove  those  programs  from  its  jurisdiction  could 
weaken  their  effectiveness. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  stress  again  that  our  goal  in 
reorganization  of  USDA  should  not  be  solely  one  of  reducing  expenses  in  the 
short  term.  Our  goal  should  be  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of 
USDA  programs.   With  this  will  come  cost  savings  in  the  long  run. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  the  Farm  Bureau's  comments 
about  USDA  reorganization.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  your 
subcommittee  as  you  delve  further  into  this  issue. 
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Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group,  Inc. 

1301  Minnesota  Building 
46  East  Fourth  Street 
Si  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 
612-223-5400 
FAX  612-223-5335 


REVISED  COPY 


April  23,  1993 


The  Honorable  Charles  W.  Stenholm,  Chairman 
Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 
Subcommittee  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee 
1301  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Representative  Stenholm: 

Thank  you  for  giving  Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group,  Inc.,  the  opportunity  to  testify  before 
your  Committee  today  at  these  special  field  hearings  in  Ames,  Iowa. 

Almost  everyone  testifying  before  you  today  is  a  farmer.  We  applaud  the  Committee's 
commitment  to  hearing  about  the  farmers'  perspective  straight  from  the  farmers  themsel- 
ves. We  understand,  though,  that  we  have  been  invited  here  to  spend  just  a  few  minutes 
analyzing  certain  issues  from  a  slightly  different  perspective  —  that  of  the  farmers' 
lawyers.  We  have  been  asked  to  focus  our  comments  on  USDA  credit  programs. 


I.  Background  of  Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group,  Inc.  (FLAG) 

I  will  begin  by  telling  you  a  little  bit  about  our  experience  in  representing  farmers. 
Farmers'  Legal  Action  Group,  Inc.  —  known  as  FLAG  —  is  a  nonprofit  law  firm  dedicated 
to  representing  financially  distressed  family  farmers  nationwide.  FLAG  was  founded  in 
1986  to  respond  to  the  farm  credit  crisis  of  the  late  80's;  credit  issues  were  therefore 
FLAG'S  first  area  of  expertise.  As  other  prominent  issues  emerged  in  the  late  80's  and 
early  90's,  FLAG  has  broadened  its  areas  of  expertise  to  respond  to  the  legal  issues  aris- 
ing in  those  other  areas;  FLAG'S  work  now  continues  to  address  credit,  but  also  addresses 
other  areas  including  vertical  integration  in  the  poultry  industry,  corporate  concentration 
in  the  meat  packing  industry,  the  USDA  farm  "programs"  and  conservation  compliance  re- 
quirements, race  discrimination  in  the  administration  of  USDA  programs,  and  sustainable 
agriculttire.  FLAG'S  activities  in  these  subject  areas  include  representing  farmers  in  class 
action  and  impact  litigation,  writing  legal  education  materials  and  providing  legal  train- 
ing workshops,  and  providing  backup  legal  support  for  rural  attorneys  and  advocates 
nationwide.  FLAG  is  able  to  provide  these  services  in  large  part  because  of  the  generous 
support  of  Farm  Aid. 
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II.  The  USDA  Credit  Programs 

A.  The  Mission 


The  main  USDA  credit  programs  are  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  direct 
and  guaranteed  loan  programs.  I  have  traveled  to  at  least  21  different  states,  including 
the  states  represented  by  most  of  the  members  of  this  Committee,  to  work  with  farmers 
on  legal  problems  which  they  were  having  with  these  programs  which  were  threatening 
to  force  them  off  of  their  farms.  When  I  meet  with  farmers,  I  usually  begin  by  reading 
them  FmHA's  statutory  mission  statement.  It  says: 

Congress  reaffirms  the  historical  policy  of  the  United  States  to  foster  and  en- 
courage the  family  farm  system  of  agriculture  in  this  country.  Congress  believes 
that  the  maintenance  of  the  family  farm  system  of  agriculture  is  essential  to  the  so- 
cial well-being  of  the  Nation  and  the  competitive  production  of  adequate  supplies 
of  food  and  fiber.  Congress  further  believes  that  any  significant  expansion  of  non- 
family-owned  large-scale  corporate  farming  enterprises  will  be  detrimental  to  the 
national  welfare.'  . . .  [T]he  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  ensure  that  [in  carry- 
ing out  the  FmHA  programs],  a  high  priority  is  placed  on  keeping  existing  farm 
operations  operating.^ 

B.  The  Problems 

Farmers  are  almost  always  surprised  to  hear  this;  they  generally  do  not  perceive  local 
Fml-IA  staff  as  people  whose  mission  is  to  "keep  existing  farm  operations  operating."  To 
many  farmers,  FmHA  seems  neutral  about  whether  farms  survive,  or  worse.  Congress's 
intent  has  often  failed  to  translate  into  a  reality  at  the  local  level. 

There  are  many  reasons  for  problems  in  implementing  FmHA  programs  at  the  local  level. 
I  will  discuss  four  of  the  reasons. 

1.  Improper  Staffing 

One  has  to  do  with  improper  staffing.  As  happens  in  any  large  group  of  people,  some 
percentage  of  the  FmHA  county-level  people  have  bad  attitudes.  Some  of  them  intend  to 
exclude  African-Americans,  Native  Americans,  and  other  minority  groups  from  participat- 
ing in  their  programs.  Others  of  them  lost  their  own  farms,  and  hold  a  grudge  against 


1  7  U.S.C.A.§  2266(a)  (West  1988). 

2  7  U.S.C.A.  §  1921  (West  1988),  note  referring  to  Pub.  L.  No.  95-334,  Tide  I,  §  126,  92  Stat.  429 
(1978). 
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Other  farmers  who  are  trying  to  survive.  These  county  level  people  exercise  their  discre- 
tion in  v^fays  which  work  against  the  mission  of  the  program. 

2.  Complicated  Rules  and  Poor  Training 

But  even  the  staff  people  with  good  attitudes  have  trouble  making  the  mission  a  reality. 
A  second  reason  for  problems  stems  from  a  combination  of  extremely  complicated  rules 
and  inadequate  training.  I  have  personally  observed  that  FmHA  staff  are  almost  universal- 
ly extremely  ill-trained.  I  once  attended  a  training  session  for  FmHA  county  supervisors 
which  consisted  of  sitting  for  six  hours  and  listening  to  a  "farm  program  specialist"  read 
new  regulations  out  loud.  FmHA  county  supervisors  are  struggling  to  properly  imple- 
ment thousands  of  pages  of  technical  regulations  which  they  often  don't  really  under- 
stand. They  are  further  burdened  by  a  daily  influx  of  Administrative  Notices  (ANs)  which 
tell  them  new,  minute  details  regarding  proper  administration  of  the  law.  If  we  step  back 
and  look  at  the  system  and  the  lack  of  support  for  the  county  persoimel,  it  is  no  wonder 
that  local  FmHA  employees  end  up  worrying  most  about  how  to  observe  all  of  the 
rules  —  they  are  often  too  overwhelmed  by  details  to  focus  on  how  to  save  the  most 
farms. 

3.  Some  Bad  Rules 

The  third  reason  for  problems  is  that  the  previous  cdministration  implemented  some  very 
bad  rules.  For  example,  there  is  a  rule  now  which  says  that  in  order  to  get  an  FmHA 
farmer  program  loan  or  any  FmHA  debt  write-down,  a  farmer  must  sign  a  security  inter- 
est pledging  all  of  his  or  her  available  assets.  That  means  that  to  get  a  $5000  loan,  a 
farmer  is  required  to  pledge  his  or  her  farm,  vehicles,  equipment,  often  the  farmer's 
parents'  home  in  town,  and  anything  else  which  has  even  a  second  or  third  hen  position 
available.  This  can  translate  into  FmHA  being  not  only  1 00  percent  but  sometimes 
10,000  percent  secured.  This  is  ridiculous.  It  makes  farmers  feel  that  they  are  dealing 
with  an  agency  that  is  like  the  IRS,  trying  to  take  their  assets  and  income  away  from 
them  —  not  trying  to  protect  them  and  help  them  survive.^ 


This  rule  and  other  unnecessary  and  arguably  illegal  rules  which  work  against  the  agency's  mission 
are  explained  in  FLAG'S  comments  to  FmHA's  publication  of  interim  debt  restructuring  rules  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  April  30,  1992.  FLAG  would  be  happy  to  make  those  comments  available  to  the 
Committee  upon  request. 
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4.  Farmers  Need  Funding  For  Direct  Loans  — 
Guaranteed  Loans  Are  Not  A  Workable  Alternative 


The  fourth  reason  for  problems  is  that  there  is  not  enough  money  in  the  direct  loan  pro- 
gram. Farmers  often  report  that  FmHA  officials  tell  them  that  although  they  qualify  for  a 
loan,  they  cannot  get  one  because  FmHA  is  out  of  money. 

In  recent  years.  Congress  has  been  viewing  the  guaranteed  loan  program  as  an  alterna- 
tive to  the  direct  loan  program;  the  idea  has  been  that  decreased  direct  loan  funding  can 
be  offset  by  increased  guaranteed  loan  funding.  It  simply  does  not  work.  Testimony 
before  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  in  1990  explained  all  of  the  reasons,'*  and  the 
reasons  have  not  changed.^  First,  it  is  extremely  difficult  for  farmers  to  qualify  for 
guaranteed  loans;  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  presented  testimony  at  that  hear- 
ing which  established  that  even  in  the  best  of  circimistances,  ordy  a  small  percentage  of 
FmHA  borrowers  will  qualify  for  guaranteed  loans.  Second,  loan  servicing^  programs  do 
not  function  properly  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program  for  a  variety  of  reasons.^  Third, 
the  appeals  system  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program  is  virtually  non-existent.^  And, 
fourth,  there  is  a  long  list  of  miscellaneous  reasons  why  the  guaranteed  loan  program  is 
not  a  workable  alternative  to  direct  loans,  including  unmanageable  cash  reserve  require- 
ments, a  general  reluctance  by  lenders  to  take  on  the  paper  work,  and  debt  write-down 
rules  which  produce  dramatic  negative  tax  consequences. 

All  of  these  problems  add  up  to  a  situation  in  which  FmHA's  ability  to  carry  out  its  mis- 
sion is  severely  compromised. 


The  hearings  were  called  by  Senator  Kent  Conrad,  Chair  of  the  Agricultural  Credit  Subcommittee  of 

the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  on  February  20,  1990. 

FLAG'S  testimony  at  the  hearing  referenced  in  the  previous  foomote  explains  the  reasons  why  the 

guaranteed  loan  program  does  not  work.  FLAG  would  be  happy  to  make  that  testimony  available 

upon  request. 

The  term  "loan  servicing"  refers  to  the  package  of  programs  which  FmHA  can  use  to  provide 

commercially  reasonable  "workouts"  when  a  farmer  is  unable  to  pay  back  a  debt  exactly  as  it  is 

scheduled  to  be  repaid. 

The  reasons  include  (1)  FmHA's  failure  to  train  lenders  about  how  the  loan  servicing  programs  are 

supposed  to  work;  (2)  lenders  having  discretion  to  choose  not  to  provide  loan  servicing;  and 

(3)  FmHA's  general  reticence  to  approve  loan  servicing  for  guaranteed  loans. 

In  the  guaranteed  loan  program,  a  farmer  cannot  bring  an  administrative  appeal  unless  the  lender 

joins  him  or  her  in  the  appeal.  That  rarely  works,  because  most  lenders  (1)  do  not  want  to  confiront 

FmHA  because  they  fear  that  FmHA  may  retaliate  by  revoking  the  guarantee  on  their  portfolio  of 

loans;  and  (2)  do  not  want  to  go  through  the  hassles  of  the  appeals  process. 
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III.  Recommendations 


Based  upon  our  familiarity  with  the  FmHA  statute,  regulations,  and  administrative  rules, 
and  based  upon  our  consultations  with  literally  thousands  of  FmHA  borrowers  over  the 
past  seven  years,  we  present  the  following  recommendations  to  the  Committee  regarding 
changes  which  need  to  be  implemented  to  allow  FmHA  to  fulfill  its  mission. 

A.  Increase  funding  for  the  FmHA  direct  loan  program.  Credit  is  essential  to  family 
farmers.  For  tens  of  thousands  of  our  remaining  farmers,  the  FmHA  direct  loan 
progriim  is  the  only  source  of  credit  which  can  work.  The  guaranteed  loan  pro- 
gram is  not  a  viable  alternative  to  the  direct  loan  program.  Farmers  need  to  have 
direct  loan  funding  increased. 

B.  Take  action  to  stop  racially-discriminatory  lending  and  loan  servicing  practices. 
FmHA  has  admitted  to  being  out  of  compliance  with  its  own  civil  rights  laws  at 
the  local  level.  Extensive  hearings  before  the  House  Government  Operations  Com- 
mittee concluded  that  "FmHA  has  been  a  catalyst  in  the  decline  of  minority  farm- 
ing."' On  behalf  of  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives  and  other  farm 
groups  and  individuals,  FLAG  and  the  Land  Loss  Prevention  Project  have  filed  a 
Petition  for  Rulemaking  with  Secretary  Espy  to  address  these  problems.  We  hope 
that  the  Administration  will  prepare  a  thorough,  effective  response  to  that  Peti- 
tion. 

C.  Address  the  problems  in  the  guaranteed  loan  program.  If  USDA  is  going  to  con- 
tinue to  view  the  guaranteed  loan  program  as  an  alternative  to  the  direct  loan 
program,  the  problems  which  make  that  program  unworkable  must  be  addressed. 

D.  Institute  an  effective  training  program  for  local  FmHA  employees. 

E.  Promulgate  new,  final  direct  loan  debt  restructuring  and  lending  regulations 
which  make  sense.  In  addition  to  taking  into  account  the  comments  described 
above,  1°  these  rules  should  (1)  take  into  account  the  need  to  support  and  en- 
courage sustainable  farming  practices;  and  (2)  insist  that  farmers  have  reasonable 
cash-flow  security  in  proposed  contract  poultry  enterprises  before  lending  money 
to  erect  buildings  for  those  enterprises. 


Comm.  on  Gov't  Operations,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  The  Minority  Farmer:  A  Disappearing: 
American  Resource;  Has  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  Been  the  Primary  Catalyst?,  H.R. 
101-984,  at  39,  41(1990). 
See  footnote  3. 
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F.  Conduct  the  new  "freeze  and  review"  procedure  in  accordance  with  those  new 
rules.  FmHA  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing  thousands  of  borrowers'  files  to  deter- 
mine whether  they  were  handled  improperly  by  FmHA,  The  reviews  should  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  new  rvdes  which  will  hopefully  correct  at  least 
the  most  severe  problems  in  the  old  rules.^^ 

G.  Evaluate  employees  according  to  guidelines  which  vnll  encourage  employees  to 
try  to  save  farms.  Employees  tend  to  behave  in  ways  which  will  increase  their  job 
security  and  improve  the  evaluations  which  will  be  placed  in  their  personnel  files. 
We  recommend  instituting  employee  evaluation  guidelines  which  will  reward 
employees  for  finding  ways  that  work  within  the  rules  to  save  as  many  farms  as 
they  possibly  can. 


Thank  you  for  accepting  FLAG'S  testimony.  We  hope  that  our  analysis  of  the  problems 
and  our  recommendations  will  aid  the  Committee  as  it  attempts  to  determine  how  best 
to  reorganize  the  USDA. 

Sincerely, 

FARMEEIS'  LEGAL  ACTION  GROUP,  INC. 


Randi  Ilyse  Roth 
Attorney  at  Law 

(The  attachment  is  held  in  the  committee  files.) 


11     FLAG  and  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  have  several  additional  concerns  about  the  procedures 
which  will  be  employed  in  the  review  process.  For  a  complete  discussion  of  those  concerns,  contact 
FLAG  to  obtain  an  information  packet. 
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I  am  Ralph  Paige.  Executive  Director  of  the  Federation  of 
Southern   Cooperatives/  Land  Assistance  Fund.  I  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  address  you  on  behalf  of  the  25.000  low  income 
member  families  in  the  rural  South  who  are  affiliated  with  our 


The  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance 
Fund  is  the  primary  organization  working  with  African-American 
family  farmers  in  the  rural  South.  We  are  working  with  10.000 
farm  families  in  the  South.  Our  program  has  three  major  goals; 
'  Twenttffive  ytars  of  Service  to  'J^iraC  Anierua' 
1%7-1992 
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1.  the  preservation,  retention  and  sustainable  development 
of  the  remaining  land  base  owned  by  Black  farmers  in  the 

South; 

2.  the  organization  and  development  of  cooperatives  and  credit" 
unions  as  a  self-help  community  economic  development 
strategy  to  assist  family  farmers  and  other  rural  low 
Income  people;  and 

3.  advocacy  for  public  policy  changes  to  assist  family 
farmers  and  the  rural  poor  In  maintaining  and  Improving 

their  lives  and  communities. 

African  American  and  other  family  farmers  face  severe 
problems  of  surviving  in  rural  America.    In  1920.  over  a  million 
Black  people  were  engaged  in  agriculture  In  the  rural  South. 
Although  many  were  tenants  and  share.croppers,  Black  farm 
owners  and  operators  owned  15  million  acres.  By  1960  due  to 
fraud,  chicanery  and  discrimination,  only  100,000  Black  farm 
operators  owning  6  million  acres  remained.   The  most  recent 
Census  of  Agriculture  (1987)  showed  that  economic  factors, 
droughts,  foreclosures  and  continuing  discrimination  had 
reduced  the  number  of  Black  farmers  to  only  25,000  owning  less 
than  2.5  million  acres. 
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Each  day,  African-American  farmers  are  still  losing  1.000 
acres  of  land.   In  terms  of  wealth,  at  a  conservative  value  of 
$750  per  acre,  the  African-American  community  is  losing  over 
$300  million  of  irreplaceable  equity  resources  annually.   In 
1982.  the  U.S.   Civil  Rights  Commission.  In  a  report  entitled  "The 
Decline  of  Black  Farming  In  America"  said  "unless  government 
policies  of  neglect  and  discrimination  are  changed/there  may  be 
no  black  farmers  by  the  year  2000..." 

A  November  1990  Report  of  the  U.  S.  House  of 
Representatives  Committee  on  Government  Operations  confirms 
that  these  conditions  have  not  improved.   The  report  states, "  By 
1978,  the  rate  of  loss  for  blacks  increased  to  blZ%.  2  and  1/2 
times  the  rate  of  loss  for  whites.   Between  census  years  1982 
and  1987,  the  number  of  black  operated  farms  declined  30.9% 
compared  with  6.6%  for  white  operated  farms.   Based  on  the 
1987  Census  of  Agriculture,  minority  farmers  have  lost  nearly 
1.5  million  acres  of  farmland  since  1982." 

The  conclusion  of  this  1990  report  ominously  states: 
"the  committee  finds  that  ironically.  FmHA  has  been  a  catalyst 
In  the  decline  of  minority  farming...  little  has  changed  since 
1982  and  the  publication  of  the  U.   S.   Civil  Rights  Commission's 
report."  The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  its  agencies  since 
1982  have  been  engaged  in  actions  which  will  make  the  Civil 
Rights  Commission's  projection  into  a 'self  fulfilling  prophecy". 
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The  Federation/LAF  is  gravely  concerned  that  in  the 
current  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  and  especially  the  FmHA.  that 
many  of  the  long  standing  problenns  of  the  agency  will  be 
overlooked.  We  are  concerned  that  studies  of  the  impact  of  USDA 
programs  and  agencies  on  African-American  and  other  farmers  of 
color  which  were  authorized  In  Section  2501  of  the  1990  FACT 
Act  have  never  been  funded.  Implemented  or  completed.   This 
data  on  Impacts,  which  would  probably  show  the  disparate 
impacts  and  discriminatory  patterns  of  operation,  we  are 
experiencing  in  the  field,  is  not  available  now  to  guide  this 
reorganization  planning.     . 

These  studies  and  a  data  base  or  registry  of  the  remaining 
farmers  of  color  in  our  nation  (s  necessary  if  we  are  to  stop  the 
loss  of  Black  and  other  people  of  color  owned  land.    This  will  be 
needed  to  maintain  some  diversity  and  plurality  in  the  ownership 
of  land  In  our  nation.  All  agencies  and  programs  of  USDA  could 
then  direct  their  attention  to  preserving  and  promoting  diversity 
In  farmland  ownership.  We  currently  maintain  a  registry  of 
historic  places  and  wetlands  to  advance  public  policy  goals;  why 
not  a  registry  of  land  ownership  by  people  of  color  and  policies 
to  preserve,  maintain  and  expand  this  landbase. 

We  support  the  continuance  of  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  as  the  primary  agency  to  serve  the  credit  needs 
of  farmers,  rural  low  income  people  and  depressed  rural 
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communities,  as  the  lender  oflast  resort.  We  are  fearful  that  if 
FmHA  is  not  left  intact,  with  a  full  array  of  farm,  housing  and 
development  credit  it  will  loose  its  effectiveness  as  the  rural 
lender  of  last  resort.   In  most  cases,  we  have  experienced  FmHA 
is  the  only  lender  to  resort  to  in  most  rural  areas. 

In  most  cases  private  banks  and  commercial  lenders  will 
not  loan  to  Black  farmers  and  other  rural  borrowers  in  the  South 
for  reasons  of  economics  (size/scale)  and  race.   Since  there  are 
no  receptive  commercial  lenders,  guaranteed  loans  from  FmHA 
are  of  little  use  to  our  constituency  of  farmers  of  color.   Limited 
resources  family  farmers,  of  any  color,  face  this  problem  in 
rural  areas.  More  direct  FmHA  loans  are  needed,  to  Invest  in 
family  farm  agriculture  and  small  communities,  if  there  is  to  an 
economic  revival  of  the  rural  sector  of  our  economy.  More 
guaranteed  loans  may  help  you  as  Congress  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  but  they  don't  help  to  balance  our  rural  family  budgets... 

The  disruption  of  FmHA;  the  closing,  collapsing  and 
combining  of  USDA  field  offices;  the  shuffling  of  agencies  and 
responsibilities  in  Washington,    sound  good  and  mean  well,  until 
you  get  out  to  the  countryside  and  find  we  have  been  shafted 
again.   Will  this  reorganization  put  a  USDA  office  and  services 
closer  to  farmers  or  will  they  be  further  away.  Will  we  have  to 
travel  longer  distances,  face  more  bureaucratic  hassles  and  still 
not  receive  the  assistance  we  need. 
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We  are  wary  of  splitting  the  FmHA  and  finding  that  without 
a  unified  rural  constituency  the  rural  credit  agency  of  last 
resort  can  be  carved  up  In  small  pieces  and  rendered  useless  and 
ineffective.   Rather  than  destroying  the  agency  by  whittling  it 
down,  contracting  out  its  services  and  diluting  its  influence,  the 
FmHA  should  be  stregthened  and  given  a  more  heightened, 
intensive  and  effective  capacity  to  deal  with  the  grave  needs  of 
rural  development  from  the  fence-row  to  Main  Street  and  on  to 
the  global  marketplace. 

Another  threat  of  this  reorganization  plan  Is  that  it  will 
lend  to  concentrate  farm  assistance  on  fewer  and  fewer  of  the 
largest  most  economically  influential  farmers  instead  of 
countering  this  trend  with  meaningful  support  for  family  farm  • 
agriculture  and  sustainable  rural  community  development.    The 
current  program  is  not  reaching  the  poorest  of  the  poor  farmers 
and  their  communities-  there  are  not  incentives  or  safeguards  in 
the  reorganization  program  to  provide  this  needed  targeted 
assistance. 

The  reorganization  program  should  be  an  opportunity  to 
explore  ways  to  enhance  USDA's  programs  and  agencies  to  serve 
the  underserved.  More  emphasis  is  needed  on  marketing  and 
developing  value  added  enterprises  suitable  to  family  farms  with 
integrated  and  sustainable  management  systems.   Not  enough  is 
being  done  to  develop  these  "people  sensitive  mechanisms" 
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within  the  USDA  system.  More  programs  of  support  and 
compensatory  credit  for  community  based  rural  development 
organizations  are  needed  to  spur  growth  in  the  poorest  and  most 
neglected  rural  areas. 
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Testimony  of  Marjean  Sutter,  Chair 

PrairieFire  Rural  Action,  Des  Moines,  Iowa 

Before  the  U.S.  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee 

On  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 

AprU  23,  1993 

Ames,   Iowa 

My  name  is  MarJean  Sutter.  I  serve  as  Chair  of  PrairieFire  Rural  Action,  an  organization  committed  to 
revitalizing  family  farm  agriculture  and  rural  communities.  My  husband  Don,  son  Kenny,  daughter-in-law 
Leanne  and  I  farm  in  Marion  County  ~  about  25  miles  southeast  of  Des  Moines.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  ihe 
opportunity  to  address  this  committee.  I  want  to  welcome  you  all  to  Iowa  ~  the  breadbasket  and  sup)ermarket 
of  the  world.  ADM,  which  claims  to  be  the  supermarket  to  the  world,  has  a  case  of  mistaken  corporate 
identity. 

The  farmers  who  survived  the  Reagan-Bush  years  —  for  the  most  part  without  significant  goveraraenial 
assistance  —  still  have  more  things  to  contend  with  than  meets  an  ordinary  person's  eye. 

The  administration  of  the  SCS  is  a  prime  example  of  the  problems  facing  farmers.  As  farmers,  we  take  care  of 
our  land  without  bti.ig  forced  to  do  so  by  me  government  and  envi.onmenijiists.  ibe  SCS  is  su  puicJ  lo  \^^.^, 
us  by  providing  cost-share  for  50%  of  the  terracing,  tihng,  and  other  improvements.  They  don't.  Right  now, 
they  pay  50%  of  what  they  want  done,  not  the  whole  project,  up  to  a  $5000  maximum.  To  conform  lo  SCS 
requirements,  a  farmer  might  have  to  spend  an  additional  $10,000. 

SCS  also  needs  be  more  mindful  of  how  agriculture  is  different  in  different  regions.  Things  that  work  in 
Georgia  won't  necessarily  work  here  and  things  that  work  in  Iowa  won't  necessarily  work  in  Nebraska.  Iii>a  a 
farms  are  made  up  of  a  lot  of  small  fields,  not  a  few  big  ones  like  other  areas  of  the  U.S.  Grass  borders 
around  fields  are  a  good  theory,  but  can  take  up  a  lot  of  valuable  Iowa  land  that  we  pay  taxes  on.  SCS  needs 
to  be  more  flexible  and  adaptive  to  local  and  regional  farming  needs. 

FmHA  is  clearly  another  major  source  of  problems  for  fanners,  particularly  for  young  farmers.  Even  with  the 
passage  of  the  Beginning  Farmer  and  Rancher  Credit  Act  this  spring,  very  few  young  fanners  qualify  for 
credit  And,  because  of  tax,  inheritance,  and  FmHA  rules,  very  few  young  people  can  buy  farms  from  their 
families.  In  Iowa  we're  proud  of  farms  that  have  been  in  famihes  for  a  century.  With  rules  the  way  they  are 
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now,  wc  won't  have  very  many  Century  Farms  in  the  future.  I'm  afraid  we're  losing  our  best  resources  -  our 
young  people. 

I'm  also  concerBed  about  reports  of  past  FmHA  State  Directors  getting  an  income  bonus  for  not  loaning  out  all 
the  money  appropriated  for  farm  loans.  We  have  lots  of  young  farmers  and  others  who  need  those  loans. 
What  we  don't  need  is  the  people  who  are  supposed  to  help  us  getting  "sales  commissions"  for  not  giving 
credit  to  people  who  need,  deserve,  and  qualify  for  it  If  FmHA  doesn't  want  to  loan  money  to  farmers,  the 
agency  should  get  out  of  the  farm  loan  business  and  simply  build  country  clubs,  golf  courses  and  other  so- 
called  "development"  projects  that  it  obviously  prefers. 

But  when  it  comes  down  to  the  real  daily  problems  farmers  face  with  the  USDA  bureaucracy,  no  one  can  beat 
.e  ASCS  for  complex  rules  and  regulations.  No  ordinary  farmer  that  tries  to  keep  up  with  changes  in  ASCS 
rules  can  know  all  the  details  and  specifics.  Different  government  agencies  require  us  to  keep  records  in  so 
many  different  ways  it's  difficult  to  keep  everything  straight  For  FCIC,  we  have  to  separate  all  the  land  we 
farm  into  sections  as  listed  in  the  county  plat  book.  The  ASCS  gives  each  farm  a  specific  farm  number.  If  we 
have  a  crop  loss  on  land  that  crosses  section  or  farm  boundaries,  the  complexities  of  settling  a  claim  and 
getting  fair  compensation  fi-om  FCIC  are  impossible,  and  we  usually  end  up  losing  money  as  a  result 
Nothing  seems  to  fit  the  fanner.  When  the  fanner  goes  in  there,  he/she  \s  automatically  the  enemy.  If  the 
farmer  doesn't  understand  the  government  rules,  tempers  flare  and  feelings  get  hurt 

Some  ASCS  rules  are  just  not  practical  If  you  have  more  than  one  farm  certified  with  the  ASCS,  you  arc 
supposed  to  keep  accurate  records  of  how  much  grain  came  off  of  each  farm.  When  you  are  filling  a  20,000 
bushel  bin  at  haivest  time,  you  cant  stop  harvesting  com  between  farms,  run  home,  and  mark  the  grain  level 
in  a  bin  to  show  how  much  exactly  came  off  each  section.  Any  farmer  would  know  you  have  to  do  some 
estimation. 

We  used  to  go  into  the  ASCS  office  and  see  2  or  3  people  working.  Now,  after  the  paperwork  reduction  act, 
and  the  introduction  of  computers  to  help  ASCS  be  more  efficient,  10  people  are  working  in  that  same  office. 
On  top  of  that,  we  have  more  fonns  to  fill  out  -  and  both  ASCS  staff  and  farmers  are  just  as  confused  as  ihey 
ever  were. 
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Recently,  the  ASCS  decided  that  fanners  were  cheating  on  the  sale  of  grain  they  sealed  to  the  government. 
Now,  instead  of  the  fanner  paying  the  ASCS  office  for  sealed  grain  they  sell,  the  ASCS  gets  checks  directly 
from  the  elevator,  takes  out  the  amount  of  money  for  sealed  grain,  sends  a  check  back  to  the  elevator,  THEN 
the  elevator  sends  a  check  to  us.  It  might  lake  us  2  weeks  before  we  see  any  money  from  grain  we've  sold. 
Between  the  ASCS  staff  time,  elevator  staff  time,  our  time,  and  the  money  lost  by  us,  this  change  in  the  rules 
is  costing  taxpayers  a  lot  --  and  to  do  what?  To  stop  farmers  from  cheating,  who  according  to  Iowa's  ASCS 
director,  weren't  even  cheating  before.  No  money  was  lost  in  the  Com  Belt  from  this  kind  of  cheating,  but 
now  all  of  us  have  to  pay  the  price  for  the  dishonesty  of  a  few. 

Another  time,  ASCS  people  came  out  and  incorrectly  measured  one  of  our  grain  bins,  reporting  it  as  larger 
than  it  really  is.  We  paid  them  to  do  this.  After  harvest,  they  accused  us  of  selling  grain  we  had  sealed 
because  their  inaccurate  measurements  indicated  there  should  have  been  more  grain  in  the  bin  than  is 
physically  possible.  We  had  to  prove  to  them  that  it  was  physically  impossible  for  our  bin  to  hold  as  much  as 
they  said,  and  that  we  hadn't  sold  the  grain.  That's  not  very  farmer  friendly.  These  things  go  on  daily. 

There  are  so  many  rules  and  regulations  and  so  many  changes,  ordinary  farmers  can't  keep  up.  There's  a  com 
base,  wheat  base,  and  oat  base  on  the  different  farms  we  rent  We  used  to  plant  aroimd  30  acres  of  wheat 
every  year  and  rotate  from  farm  to  farm  to  help  control  erosion  and  weeds.  One  year  by  mistake,  we  planted 
wheat  on  a  farm  with  no  wheat  base.  When  wc  went  in  to  certify  our  planted  acres,  we  realized  we  had  made  a 
mistake.  The  office  said  to  oestroy  or  plow  ihe  whe.;i  up  or  vve  would  lose  ia  .ae  crop  suosidies  on  an    . .    . 
farms.  As  farmers  we  couldn't  go  out  and  destroy  that  wheat  that  we  had  taken  care  of  all  season.  We  called 
USDA  in  D.C.  and  told  them  we'd  combine  the  wheat,  sell  it,  and  give  them  the  check  or  donate  it  to  charity. 
They  said  no  -  there  were  no  provisions  in  the  Farm  Bill  to  accommodate  that  So  we  destroyed  it. 

We  feel  like  the  government  doesnt  trust  us  and  doesn't  u^eat  us  like  people.  Farmers  are  people  and  people 
make  mistakes.  We  don't  make  mistakes  intentionally  and  we  want  to  make  things  right  Whether  we  make  a 
mistake  or  ASCS  docs,  it  goes  down  on  our  record  as  something  we  did  wrong.  Even  if  something  was  not 
our  fault,  wc  have  to  pay  the  fine  --  the  ASCS  would  never  admit  that  it  was  wrong.  If  they  do  make  a 
mistake,  it  takes  a  long  time  to  get  the  agency  to  fix  things  -  if  they  ever  do.  And  when  they  make  a  mistake, 
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like  the  time  they  sent  us  a  $23,000  check  by  accident,  we're  expected  to  drop  everything  and  make  a  trip  id 
return  the  check  the  very  next  day.  Where's  the  fairness? 

The  ASCS  is  very  poor  at  communicating  with  farmers.  Many  farmers  lost  money  the  year  the  government 
capped  government  subsidies  for  individual  farms  at  $50,000.  We  lost  money  because  we  figured  wrong  -- 
we  went  by  the  calendar  year  and  they  went  by  the  government's  fiscal  year  -  the  problem  was  they  never  told 
us  and  as  a  result  we  lost  $10,000. . 

But  the  bottom  line  in  U.S.  farm  policy  is  still  as  simple  and  straightforward  as  it  has  always  been:  we  need  to 
get  the  loan  rate  up  to  the  cost  of  production.  We  just  want  a  decent  return  for  our  work.  We  are  tired  out  here, 
us  old  farmers,  58  and  above,  and  it  won't  be  too  many  years  if  things  aren't  straightened  out  that  this  country 
is  going  to  be  hungry  and  working  for  nothing.  Right  now  we're  living  on  our  shrinking  equity  and  our 
children's  inheritance  -  we  aren't  adding  anything,  we're  just  taking. 

I  hope  that  this  subcommittee,  the  new  Congress,  and  Administration  will  stop  repeating  all  the  old  noises  and 

false  promises  to  "change  the  system"  and  take  definitive  action  to  do  so.  The  farm  agencies  and  programs 

have  to  be  streamlined  to  serve  family  farmers,  not  bureaucrats  and  corporate  agribusiness.  We  finally  have 

an  opportunity  to  make  the  changes  needed  to  revitalize  family  farm  agriculture  and  rural  communities.  Let's 

get  moving! 

MarJean  Sutter  PrairifiFire  Rural  Action 

Route  1  550  llih  Street 

Pleasantville,  Iowa  50225  Des  Moines,  Iowa  50309 

Tel:  515-848-3280  Tel:  515-244-5671 
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statement  for  use  by  the  U.S.  House  of  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Department 
Operations  and  Nutrition,  on  April  23,  1993,  at  Ames,  Iowa,  by  Frank  Matheson, 
President  of  The  National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen. 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Frank  Hatheson,  a  dairy  farmer 
from  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  current  President  of  the  National 
Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen  (NAFEC).  Our  non-profit  association 
has  served  the  farming  community  since  Its  Inception  In  1965.  Our  PREAMBLE 
states:  "All  segments  of  our  national  economy  must  be  healthy  and  prosperous.  If  a 
vigorous  forward  thrust  1n  the  economy  Is  to  be  maintained.   If  our  farm  economy 
1s  permitted  to  lag  for  an  extended  period,  the  entire  national  economy  wHl^ 
suffer.  History  proves  that  economic  depressions  are  farm  led  and  farm  fed." 

Our  PURPOSES  and  OBJECTIVES  are  as  sound  today  as  they  were  In  1966.  They 
are:  "The  purpose  and  objective  of  the  Association  shall  be  to  promote, 
strengthen  and  Improve  the  farmer  elected  committee  system  for  local 
administration  of  programs.  It  shall  further  be  the  purpose  of  the  Association, 
through  coordinated  strength  of  Its  membership,  to  seek,  promote  and  maintain 
effective  farm  programs  which  will: 

1.  Increase  and  improve  farm  Income  until  It  reaches  parity  with  non-farm 
Income. 

2.  Promote  and  preserve  the  family  type  farm. 

3.  Eradicate  rural  poverty. 

4.  Build  and  conserve  the  soil,  water  and  forestry  resources  of  the  nation. 

5.  Promote  new  uses  of  agriculture  products. 

6.  Expand  foreign  markets  for  agricultural  products. 

7.  It  shall  be  the  further  purpose  of  the  Association  to  support  and 
cooperate  with  actions  and  programs  which  will  serve  the  best  Interest 
of  our  County  ASCS  employees." 

Our  Constitution  and  By  Laws  provide  for  an  affiliated  committee  organization 
In  each  of  the  counties  of  our  nation  and  In  each  state,  all  under  the  direction 
of  the  National  Association.  Our  office  Is  In  the  town  of  the  Secretary.  No 
officer  In  any  of  these  organizations  Is  paid  a  salary  and  Is  reimbursed  only  a 
portion  of  the  hotel  and  travel  expense  Incurred  on  behalf  of  the  Association  as 
Its  business  Is  conducted.  NOT  ONE  DOLLAR  OF  LOCAL,  STATE  OR  FEDERAL  TAXES  IS 
PROVIDED  TO  NAFEC  TO  DEFRAY  EXPENSES  AS  IT  CONDUCTS  ITS  BUSINESS. 

Our  membership  Is  composed  of  present  and  past  Community  and  County  Committee- 
men and  women  from  across  this  great  nation.  Each  member  pays  an  annual  fee.  In 
the  form  of  dues,  which  In  turn  Is  used  to  fund  the  business  of  the  Association. 
Many  local  business  persons  are  associate  members  because  they  care  about  the 
struggling  small  town  main  street  businesses  and  want  to  be  a  part  of  preserving 
Rural  America;  some  even  donate  additional  money  to  help  defray  the  travel  and 
hotel  expense. 

NAFEC  has  annually  testified,  before  the  U.S  House  of  Representative 
Appropriations  Sub  Comnlttee  on  Agriculture,  In  support  of  annual  ACP  funding  for 
conservation  programs,  administered  by  ASCS,  with  technical  assistance  provided  by 
Soil  Conservation  Service. 
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In  1933,  Congress  brilliantly  provided  for  locally  elected  connilttees,  (the 
Fanner  Elected  Comnlttee  systen),  elected  by  their  peers  to  administer  the 
Agriculture  Conservation  Prograa.  For  nearly  SO  years,  ASCS  and  Its  predecessor 
agencies  have  efficiently  administered  ACP,  Price  Support,  Production  Adjustment 
programs,  and  other  programs  assigned  by  the  Secretary,  all,  In  spite  of  an  ever 
Increasing  amount  of  paper  work  being  required  by  USOA,  Congress  and  their  fellow 
agencies.   For  years  ASCS  has  been  the  only  agency  in  USOA  required  to  justify 
Its  budget  and  the  number  of  local  employees  with  semi-annual  "workload"  reports. 
ASCS  Is  QSi  civil  service,  could  there  be  a  correlation?  The  National  Association 
of  State  and  County  Office  Employees,  (NASCOE)  estimates  as  high  as  30X  of  the 
time  spent  working  with  conservation  programs  Is  not  counted  in  the  work  load 
count,  because  the  Job  requirements  do  not  fit  the  work  load  formula. 

ASCS  has  never  provided  for  a  lobbying  arm,  1e:  'the  National  Association  of 
County  Offices",  whereby  dues  could  be  assessed,  to  maintain  a  lobby  force  In 
Washington  D.C.,  to  look  after  the  best  Interests  of  The  County  Offices  and  Its 
employees.  ASCS  has  never  developed  and  equipped  a  public  relation  force  In  each 
state  to  produce  radio,  video  and  slick  copy  for  public  consumption  under  the 
pretense  that  the  paperwork  created  Is  for  the  betterment  of  society,  when  we  all 
know  that  work  being  performed  on  the  soil  and  In  the  forests,  Is  what  benefits 
society  the  most.  Our  land  grant  colleges  and  the  extension  service  has  been 
given  the  responsibility  of  performing  experimental  functions  on  crops,  trees, 
fertilization  and  soils,  and  we  seen  no  need  for  Inter-agency  duplication  of 
efforts  that  have  already  been  scientifically  duplicated  within  the  extension 
service. 

NAFEC  supports  and  encourages  a  thorough  review  of  USOA  and  the  various 
agencies.  Me  recognize.  In  some  agencies,  much  paper  work  has  been  created  Just 
to  develop  Jobs  and  Job  security;  however  ASCS  is  not  under  the  civil  service 
system  and  has  purged  Its  ranks  of  a  burdensome  work  force.  We  support  paper  work 
reduction  In  any  reorganization  plan.  We  hope  that  a  ccnmon  sense  approach  will 
be  exercised  and  that  service  to  the  producer  and  recipients  of  the  benefits  will 
be  given  prime  consideration.  We  realize,  not  a11  locations  and  situation  can  be 
addressed  by  one  directive  or  law. 

NAFEC  does  support  more  local  Input  In  the  decisions  as  the  reorganization 
process  develops.  Through  the  years  the  Integrity  of  the  comnlttee  system  has 
been  eroded  by  bureaucracy,  and  the  time  proven  Intent  of  our  forefathers  should 
be  restored  to  the  "comnlttee  system",  returning  more  responsibility,  not  less,  as 
laws  are  written,  Interpreted  and  administered. 

NAFEC  feels,  that  on  a  local  level,  the  Farmer  Elected  Comnlttee  system  most 
emulates  the  authority  and  responsibility  the  voters  give  to  our  Senators  and 
Representatives  In  Federal  and  State  government.  NAFEC  supports  the  expansion  of 
responsibility  and  authority  of  the  Fanner  Elected  Comnlttee  systems  Into  a  single 
agency,  with  administrative  responsibility  for  all  agriculture  conservation 
programs,  price  support  programs,  crop  insurance  or  disaster  program,  loan 
authority  and  the  extension  service,  all  moving  toward  co-location  of  offices 
within  each  county  in  time.   NAFEC  feels  any  duplication  of  authority  and 
responsibility  between  agencies  is  costly,  adds  to  the  deficit,  and  only 
contributes  to  additional  paper  work,  user  confusion,  disgruntlement  and 
non-participation. 
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NAFEC  can  see  no  good  coming  from  plans  that  make  major  changes  In  the 
administrative  functions  of  ASCS,  except  that  the  reorganization  of  USDA  be 
centered  around  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  delivery  system  and  ASCS's  proven 
ability  to  get  the  work  done  In  the  most  efficient  manner,  eventually  providing 
more  administrative  responsibility  to  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  system. 

The  officers  and  members  of  NAFEC  stand  ready  to  work  with  your  Committee  and 
Secretary  Espy  and  all  members  of  Congress  to  assist  In  anyway  possible,  the 
preparation  of  the  restructuring  plan  for  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

This  concludes  my  remarks.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present 
our  viewSr  and  I  will  attempt  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  address  to  me. 
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Miaaa.nilllois6244} 

Nonhwea 

DeanHuHxTg 

HC  86.  Boi  I 

Impend.  Ndnda  69033 

EvocaLedi 

604  RoUmgHlUt  Drive 

Old,  Nebnski  6M62 

Soutmea 
Ralph  Sides 
RR  2.  Boi  366 
ChUdim.  TeiM  79201 

lotaHynek 
RRI.Bol56Al 
Hmovcr.Kaiiiii  66945 


The  Honorable   Charleg   'f.    Stenholm 
Ohilman  of   SubcoTimlttee 
Det)t,    Ooeratloia  and  Nutrition 
noi    LHOB 

Jfashlii^ton,    DO     20S1S 
Attn;    Jerry  Duvil 

Field   Hearln?  on  Sevle-T  of  'JIBA 
Services   to   Paner?  '».i'l   Field 
Structure   effeotl'^enesR  held   at 
4-nes,    Iowa   on   Anrll   ^3.    1 P93 

Additional   data   requested   hy  ReD.    'Tussle,    Iowa 


My  name   Is  Frank  :^atheson,    Pr»slient 
national  Association  of  Pamer   Sleeted    Oommltteemen. 
I  ail  honored   to   offer  this  additional  written 
testlTiony.      I  have,  tried   to  address  Honorable 
Jim  fusple's  questions  which  he  as'ted   Tie   to   eomaieat 
on. 

A^aln  HAPBC  thanlcs  you  -nost  amreclable 
for  11  sten'.n?   to   our  r)erc9T>tlon  of  t^e  way 
restructurln?  neels  to  *>e  done    for  the   ?ood    of 
the   Pamer,    Agriculture  and   our    latlon. 


i-^     ^/-fvTK/ 


Southeast 

Botiby  Miller 

RR  I.  Boi  466 

CiMJwuud,  Minildpi))  38930 

David  Kile 
RR  I.BOI42A 
Kile.  Geoijia  31049 
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.  FKESIDEhfT 
Funk  MalbeMa 
59iaRalR<ad 


(SOS)  4<6-3<24 
(Sa()4«6-3(»»lii 

1ST  VICE  PRESIDENT 
MaikaJ.  MiluiD 
M  2.  Box  192 
Cikl»ell.Tci>>  77136 
(409)272-«41 

2ND  VICE  PRESIDENT 
KcandhB.  Hood 
RFDBoiSOO 

Gmisco,  MiBlai|ipl  M74C 
(MI)  747-2335 


SECRETASY/TREASURER 

Hob  Edmouk 

P  O  Boi  309 

McLouk.  Kam  MOM 

(913)796-6153 

(913)  796-6610  Evciili«l 

CHIEF  LOBBYIST 

Voncr  Magnunon 

RR2 

OaUand.  Nebntka  61045 

(402)  377-2236 

IMMEDIATE  PAST  PRESIDENT 

RR  1. Box  14 

Ljrcn.  Ndnda  6f03« 

(402)  377-2236 


Nationai  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen 


Boi  42 

Oneida,  miaoii  61467 

(309)  4r3-6326 


Nothcaa 

MTLipttxi 

452  South  Ro«l 

Somas.  CUxnoctknM  06071 

DnPiUsfauy 

RR2 

WUUaaa.  Vamool  05495 

MUwoI 

RofcrMalbR 

RR2 

Rockfonl.  Iowa  5046( 

Liwicncc  McOoy 
RR  1.  Boi  34 
Mason.  OUnois  62443 


HC  S6.  Bai  1 

bapaial.  NebRtka  69033 

EvocaLoch 

604  RoUint  HiUs  Drive 

Old.  Nebraska  6II62 

Somfavest 
Ralpb  Sides 
RR  2,  Boi  366 
ChiklRxs.  Texas  79201 

JoljnHrilck 
RR  I.B01S6AI 
Hanovei.  Kanos  66945 


Bobby  MiOcT 
RR  1.  Boi  466 
Gfecnwood,  Missiaippi  38930 

David  Kile 
RR  l.Bai42A 
KiK.  Goxgia  31049 


The  Honora'ble  Ohirle?  'f .    Stenholn 
3halrmin  of  Subcommittee 
Dept.  Ooeritlons  ind  Nutrition 


n,  1^93 


Dear  Ar .    Ohalrm'in: 

In  ASCS  the  election  of  OMO  ■inri  COC  1^  ione 
■nuoh  the  si-ne  vrav  as  ConeTe  =  s  -  the  coTimltteepersons 
are  eleotecJ  by   their  -jeers,  a  de-nooratlc  nrocess  of 
votln!?  hy  the  malorltv  vho  are  ell^l^le.   This  Is 
done  by  a  carefully  orescrl^ed  prooe""  whereby 
ballots  have  been  iialle-^  out  vlth  a  returnable 
envelope.   All  farmers  '-.'ho  ouallfv  are  nailed  one. 
These  fariiers  elect  a  000   fro-n  their  town  or  group 
of  towns  every  three  vears  according  to  various 
ffeo=rraThlcal  deslanatlons.   Therefore  a  desl^-nated 
grour>  of  three  co-miltteeoersons,  three  for  a  county, 
are  foriied.   One  committeeman  Is  allowed  to  serve  3 
consecutive  ter^ns  If  elected  for  three  3  vear  terms. 
The  concern  raised  Is  that  the  CO^  Is  able  to  act  on 
decisions  In  a  free  unbiased  manner  with  the  facts 
and  not  >^e  Influenced  bv  his  neighbors. 

In  Massachusetts  we  have  ^on°   numerous  ■oubllc 
surveys  bv  orofesslonals.   The  fact  we  found  out  Is 
that  famers  are  trusted  bv  an  ama^ln?;  °'^i   compared 
to  the  oubllc  as  a  whole.   These  surveys  were  done 
for  our  Involvement  li  defeating  animal  rleht=!  for 
local  farmers.  far:n  stand  •efforts  and  locallv  produced 
products  and  state  labclei   ■"oduct'.   This  ?oes  aloas 
with  the  accet-ted  fact  that  rural  oeonle  tend  to  be 
more  honest  and  forthright  a^.d  morallv  strong  along 
with  being  the  hardest  wor'ce-s  in  our  society. 
Percentagewise  there  doesn't  seem  to  be  as  much  of 
a  oro^^lem  with  farmers  morallv  as  we  sometlnes 
have  with  other  town  and  clt'  elected  officials. 
I  don't  believe  a  commltteema-.  would  stav  on  the 
board  for  a  second  term  If  he  Taotlcel  favored 
consideration  to  his  neighbors.   Remember  It  ta'<es 
a  malorlty  of  the  3  OOC  for  a  decision.   Two  of  COC 
are  in  a  different  geograohlcal  area  (and  not  neighbors) 
and  are  trvln^?  to  make  an  honest  decision  based  on 
fact  and  local  conditions. 
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PRESIDENT 

Fnnk  Mathnon 

S9IOieURo«l 

Unktoo.  MiBKiueas  0I4«0 

(501)486-3824 

(508)  48«-9m*Fu 

1ST  VICE  PRESIDENT 
Mjuloo  J.  Nfaluzo 
RR  2,  Box  192 
CtldwdLTcusTTSM 
(409)272-1341 

2ND  VICE  PRESIDENT 
Kenoelh  B.  Hood 
RFDBoxSOO 

Guniiiioa.  MiolKippI  38746 
(601)  747-2335 


SEdtETARYrntEASUReS 


P.O.  Box  309 
McU>ulll,KmM  66054 
(913)  796-6155 
(913)  796-6610  E 


CHIEF  LOBBYIST 


RR2 

OddanLNdnib  61045 
(402)  377-2236 

IMMEDIATE  PAST  PRESIDEm' 

RR  I. Box  14 

L^oK,  Nctnda  6tOM 

(402)  377-2236 


National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen 


VICE  PRESIDENT 

OF  MEMBERSHIP 

EdBownun 

Box  42 

OocifU,  Illinois  61467 

(309)  483-6326 


Nonheaa 

IcfrUplaa 

452  Sauth  RoKl 

Smns,  ConnccUail  06071 

Dm  PUlslxiiy 

RR2 

WUlisuo.  Venmu  05495 

Wiwat 

Roger  Malhie 

RR2 

Rockfonl,  lows  50468 

LawRXkce  McCoy 
RR  1,  Box  34 
Moon.  Dllnois  62443 

Noflhwest 

DaaHAaAaf 

HC  86.  Box  1 

Impeiiil.  Ncbnskx  69033 

EvercaLech 

(i04  Rolling  Hills  Drive 

Ord.  Nebraski  68862 

Soulhwcxt 
Rxiph  Sides 
RR  2.  Box  366 
Olildnxs,  Texas  79201 

JohnHynck 
RR  l.BoxS6AI 
Hinover.  Kansu  66945 

Southeast 

Bobby  MiUei 

RR  I.  Box  466 

Oiecnwood,  Mississippi  38930 

David  Kite 
RR  l.Box42A 
Kile.  Gooigu  31049 


When  1  eommltteeoerson  la  Involved  In  i  case 
he  Is  as'sed  to  leave  the  roon  while  OM  explains 
the  facts  and  the  other  two  000  reaches  a  unanimous 
decision.   That  decision  Is  reviewed  by  State 
CoTnmlttee  If  requested  and  or  loolced  at  by  the 
District  Director.   In  addition  any  person  may 
request  a  review  of  another  farmer  they  perceive 
as  havlns  had  preferential  treatment. 

Also  when  a  special  '-ranch  In  0SDA.  Is  set  up 
for  a  review  process  we  could  allow  them  to  check 
any  000  decision  by  any  farmer  or  neli^hbor  who  has 
questioned  any  decision. 

Also  I  want  to  nolnt  out  to  vour  coimlttee  how 
Imnortant  It  Is  to  have  COO  tralnlni?.   This  Is  the 
place  to  nut  education  of  the  COO  on  what  Is  proper 
and  what  Isn't.  N4FBC  has  alwavs  stood  ready  to 
T)artlclT)ate  In  these  tralnln?  sessions,  state  or 
restlonal.   There  Is  nothlnt?  more  Important  to  NAP3C 
than  to  have  a  arood  honest  system.  Sosh,  that's 
what  NA.P30  Is  all  about.   That  Is  the  message  we 
are  telllns  to  the  Oommlttee  on  DeTsartment  Operations 
and  Nutrition.   Tour  committee  has  the  responsibility 
of  restructuring  USDA. 


enclosures 


Additional  support  for  COO 
Survey  on  credlta'^^lllty 

of   farmers 
3d.    Talcala's  letter 


'IsJ.^-^^^—- 
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COMMENTS  -  COUNTY  COMMITTEE  SYSTEM 

Coun-ty  Commi-t-tees  CCOC's)  are  one  of  the  very  few  examples 
remaining  of  Democracy  in  action.   They  are  actually  elected  by 
farmers  in  their  county  for  a  threeO)  year  term,   In  the  same  sense 
that  elected  government  officials  must  be  held  accountable  to  serve 
their  constituents  in  order  to  be  re-elected,  the  same  holds  true  for 
County  Committeepersons.   The  fact  that  many  COC  members  serve  the 
maximum  nineCSD  year  term  speaks  well  for  their  performance. 

A  major  difference  between  elected  government  officials  and  COC 
members  Is  that  funding  levels  of  ASCS  Programs  and  most  of  the 
program  regulations  are  determined  in  Washington.   COC  members  can 
not  overspend.   Yet  they  can,  within  certain  guidelines,  adopt  major 
program  regulations  to  better  suit  local  conditions. 

This  can  be  and  should  be  the  major  strength  of  the  ASCS  COC 
System.   The  rules  that  apply  to  Agricultural  Programs  can  be  written 
by  Congressional  staff  or  USDA  officials.   Funding  levels  can  be 
determined  in  the  same  way  as  well  as  where  there  is  room  for  local 
discretion  in  adopting  rules  to  local  conditions.   Then  the  COC 
members,  who  are  farming  In  their  specific  county,  can  adapt  the 
program  to  their  local  situations. 

Concern  has  been  expressed  by  those  who  are  unfamiliar  with  the 
COC  System  that  the  COC  members  could  use  their  positions  to  help 
themselves  personally  benefit  more  from  government  programs.  In  true 
life,  the  exact  opposite  is  usually  true.   COC  members  abstain  when 
the  discussions  involve  any  of  their  personnel  interests.   In  many 
cases,  COC  members  have  refused  benefits  just  so  that  no  criticism 
can  be  directed  towards  them. 

■Furthermore,  if  Congress  is  concerned  about  this  matter,  it  has 
of ten, been  and  could  be  corrected  simply  by  Including  in  all  program 
legislation,  provisions  that  anything  Involving  personal  Interests  of 
COC  members  be  acted  on  by  the  State  Committee  CSTC}.   This  was  done 
under  the  Dairy  Termination  Program.   It  is  extremely  simple  to 
administer  and  worKs  well. 

A  recent  example  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  COC  system  is  the 
handling  of  the  Disaster  Assistance  Program  administered  by  ASCS 
during  the  past  few  years.   The  Disaster  Assistance  Program  covered 
both  program  and  nonprogram  crops  (fruits,  vegetables,  etc)  and  the 
vast  majority  of  applications  in  Massachusetts  were  for  these 
nonprogram  crops.   We  are  very  fortunate  that  the  COC ' s  in 
Massachusetts  are  comprised  of  members  who  have  a  wide  variety  of 
Knowledge  concerning  these  nonprogram  crops.   As  a  result,  COC's  were 
able  to  determine  which  applications  were  directly  related  to  natural 
disaster  conditions  and  which  were  unrelated  to  natural  disaster 
conditions.   Without  the  Knowledge  and  expertise  of  these  COC 
members,  program  decisions  would  have  to  be  made  by  individuals  who 
have  little  or  no  Knowledge  concerning  these  nonprogram  crops. 
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COMMENTSCCOC  System)  Page  2 

COC  members  also  can  determine  from  first  hand  experience  which 
farmers  in  their  counties  perform  sound  and  effective  management 
practices  versus  farmers  who  use  poor  management  practices.   Again, 
this  type  of  knowledge  is  not  available  by  the  office  employees.   COC 
members  also  were  privy  to  information  passed  along  to  them  by 
neighboring  farmers,  fertilizer  and  equipment  dealers,  etc.,  that 
helped  them  in  their  determinations.   It  is  their  stature  as  COC 
members  that  the  individuals  mentioned  previously,  went  to  them  with 
information.   Again,  this  information  would  never  had  been  passed 
along  to  office  employees. 


This  has  been  an  excellent  example  of  just  how  effective  our  COC 
system  can  be.   It  is  unfortunate  that  more  branches  of  government 
could  not  adopt  a  similar  system  where  the  National  Government 
officials  determine  funding  levels  and  broad  guidelines  for  the  many. 
The  people  with  the  expertise,  not  local  politicians  or  employees 
with  no  expertise,  maKe  the  decision  on  how  the  money  will  be  used  in 
their  geographic  area.   It  is  a  system  that  worKs  because  it  is 
purely  Democracy  in  action. 
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Iron,  Minnesota 
April  15,  1992 

To  the  powers  that  be: 
Dear  Sir: 

The  fanner  elected  county  committee  has  been  In  place 
since  the  F.  D.  Roosevelt  administration  In  the  1930's. 
The  county  committee  selects  practices  to  be  followed  In  each 
county  and  authorizes  the  spending  of  funds  to  Implement  the 
practices.  It  has  performed  admirably  with  no  traces  of 
corruption  or  scandal. 

The  county  committee  Is  elected  by  farmers  and  consists 
of  farmers.  There  Is  no  better  way  to  administer  the  USDA 
programs.  The  county  committee  knows  the  land,  the  farms, 
and  the  farmers.  Given  the  variation  from  county  to  county 
It  Is  Impossible  to  operate  these  programs  on  a  state  level 
and  even  more  so  on  a  federal  level. 

The  county  committee  has  some  degree  of  autonomy  to 
operate  ASC  programs  rather  than  being  Impeded  and  suppressed 
by  layers  of  bureaucracy  Imposed  at  the  state  and  federal 
level. 

We  firmly  believe  that  If  there  Is  to  be  an  agricultural 
program,  the  only  way  to  administer  It  Is  the  county 
committee  system. 
Sincefely, 


Edwin  J.  Takala 
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53.   On  a  scale  of  "1"  to  "7,"  vhere  "1"  means  "absolutely  certain 
to  vote  that  way"  and  "7"  means  "not  really  certain  at  all  to 
vote  that  way,"  where  would  you  rate  your  certainty  to  vote 
that  way?        . 

Absolutely  Absolutely 

certain  (Don't  certain 

vote  yes  )cnow)  vote  no 

ill   02ii304flSi2f02M01i0iil2ilill5 


20%  10  12   8 


7  15 


Now,  I'd  like  to  read  you  the  names  of  seme  people  and  organizations 
that  might  take  a  position  on  this  measure.  As  I  read  each  one, 
please  tell  me  whether  you  consider  that  person  to  be  very  believa- 
ble, somewhat  believable,  not  very  believable,  or  not  believable  at 
all  on  issues  related  to  the  treatment  of  farm  animals  in  Massachu- 


$CALE!  1.  Very  believable        2. 
3.  Not  very  believable    4. 
5.  (Never  heard)         6. 

Somewhat  believable 
Not  believable  at  all 
(Don't  know) 

I         2 

3 

4 

5 

^ 

54.   A  biomedical  researcher  from 
MIT 

33%  46 

10 

4 

3 

4 

55.   Cardinal  Bernard  Law 

25%  28 

18 

17 

6 

5 

56.   Dr.  Donald  Black,  chairman  of 

the  Animal  Research  Depart- 
ment, university  of  Massachu- 
setts, Amherst 

37.  Entertainer  Bob  Barker 

58.  Frederick  Winthrop,  former 
Massachusetts  Commissioner  of 
Agriculture 

59.  A  representative  of  the  4-H 

Club 

60.  A  veterinarian  from  Tufts 
University  Veterinary  School 

61.  Former  Governor  Francis  Sargent 

62.  Cleveland  Amory 


45%  36 
15%  20 

26%  47 


6 

19 


3 
32 


43% 

38 

7 

5 

2 

5 

55% 

36 

3 

3 

1 

3 

12% 

36 

23 

17 

2 

10 

10% 

17 

10 

12 

38 

14 
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SCALS ;  1.  Very  believable        2.  Somewhat  believable 

3.  Not  very  believable    4.  Kot  believable  at  all 
5.  (Never  heard)  6.  (Don't  know) 

63.  A  representative  of  the  Massa- 
chusetts Veterinary  Association 

64.  A  representative  of  Future 
Fanners  of  America 

65.  Council  for  Agricultural 
Science  and  Technology 

66.  Your  local  County  Extension 
Service 

67.  The  Massachusetts  Audubon 
Society 

68.  The  Animal  Rescue  League  of 
Boston 

69.  The  Massachusetts  Society  for 
Medical  Research 

70.  A  apoJcesperson  from  the  Massa- 
chusetts Farm  Bureau 

71.  A  nutritionist 

72.  A  wife  of  a  Massachusetts 

farmer 

7  3.  '  A  spokesperson  from  the  Massa- 
chusetts Grange 

74.  Radio  and  TV  personality  Dave 
Maynard 

75.  A  local  Massachusetts  farmer 

76.  A  spokesperson  from  the  US 
Department  of  Agriculture 

(USDA)  34%  47   11    6   —    2 

77.  Massachusetts  Commissioner  of 

Food  and  Agriculture  34*  48   3   5   1   3 

78.  A  prominent  environmentalist         26%  45   14   9   1   6 


44%  45 

4 

3 

1 

3 

40%  45 

8 

3 

1 

3 

32%  44 

9 

4 

6 

6 

24%  40 

11 

7 

8 

9 

36%  37 

12 

8 

2 

5 

43%  35 

12 

5 

2 

3 

23%  42 

17 

10 

3 

6 

32%  48 

11 

3 

1 

4 

26%  43 

18 

8 

1 

5 

30%  42 

17 

6 

— 

5 

23%  43 

15 

6 

5 

8 

13%  28 

23 

24 

5 

3 

44%  44 

6 

3 
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SCALE;  1.  Very  believable        2.  Somewhat  believable 

3.  Not  very  believable    4.  Not  believable  at  all 
5.  (Never  heard)         6.  (Don't  Icnow) 

_1 2    3 4__ 


79 .  A  spokesperson  from  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of 

Public  Health  33%  49   11   4   —    3 

80.  Xn  expert  in  animal  research  at 

Harvard  41%  42    9    5    1   3 

81.  A  spokesperson  for  the  Animal 

Rights  Movement  30%  42  14  lo   1   3 

82.  A  spokesperson  from  the 
Society  to  Save  the  Family 

Farm  33%  47   12   4   —   3 

83.  People  for  Ethical  Treatment  of 

Animals  (PETA)  32%  43   12    7    2    3 

84.  Coalition  to  End  Animal 
Suffering  and  Exploitation 

(CEASE)  31%  35   15   11    2    4 

85.  The  Animal  Liberation 

Front  19%  28   17   17   11    7 

86.  Farm  labor  union  leader  Ceasar 

Chavez  19%  34   16   16   8   7 
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IOWA -The  Pork  Capital  of  the  World 

Testimony  of 

Tim  L.  Kapucian 

President 

Iowa  Pork  Producers  Association 

to  the 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Committee  on  Agrioilture 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations 

and  Nutrition 

April  23, 1993 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman,  and  other  distinguished  members  of  the 
Conuiuttee.  I  have  the  privilege  today  to  speak  to  you  on  behalf  of  the  20,000 
members  of  the  Iowa  Pork  Producers  Association. 

I  commend  the  Committee  and  Secretary  Espy  for  moving  forward  the 
process  of  improving  efficiency  and  reducing  costs  in  the  opjeration  of  USDA.  I  try 
to  do  that  on  my  own  farm  every  day,  wdth  varying  degrees  of  success. 

During  the  course  of  your  deliberations  in  the  next  several  months,  you  vnil 
receive  many  detailed  reconunendations  regarding  Department  reorganization. 
Because  our  time  today  is  limited,  my  comments  on  restructuring  will  be  more 
general.  I  would,  however,  also  like  to  emphasize  two  other  issues  that  must  have  a 
high  priority  in  USDA's  long  range  focus:    environmental  programs,  and  food 
safety  and  inspection. 

On  restructuring  itself,  pork  producers  are  committed  to  USDA  remaining  a 
strong  and  effective  Cabinet  level  agency.  The  industries  that  produce  our  food 
products  are  too  important  to  our  nation's  health  and  security  for  the  various  USDA 
functions  to  be  split  up  among  other  federal  agencies.  From  the  farm  standpoint, 
USDA  is  the  most  important,  and  in  some  cases,  the  only  link  between  the  farm  and 
Washington,  D.C.  USDA  must  continue  to  be  a  powerfiil  voice  for  America's 
farmers  among  policy-makers  in  Washington.    We  will  vigorously  support  your 
efforts  in  this  regard. 

We  do  know  there  is  a  large  opportunity  for  savings  and  increased  efficiency 
in  USDA,  as  in  all  other  government  agencies.  At  the  field  level,  USDA  offices  in 
many  counties  are  already  co-located  and  have  realized  increased  effidendes.  So,  in 
many  counties,  one-stop  shopping  is  already  reality.   However,   further  moves 
toward  regionalized  offices  must  be  carefully  evaluated  to  determine  their  impacts 
on  effective  implementation  of  programs.   It  may  be  that  additional  cross-training  of 
local  personnel  can  improve  effidency  and  still  provide  the  level  of  localized, 
farmer-friendly  service  required  for  effective  program  implementation.   Also,  the 
system  of  farmer-elected  coimty  and  area  committees  provides  USDA  the  ability  to 
respond  to  the  needs  of  the  Department's  dientele  in  a  way  unlike  many  other 
federal  agendes. 

With  regard  to  USDA's  long-range  focus,  two  areas  where  farmer-producer 
activities  are  most  dosely  watched  by  consumers  are  the  environment  and  food 
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Continued  progress  in  addressing  environmental  impacts  will  play  a  crucial 
role  in  determining  the  success  of  agricultural  producers  and  the  willingness  of 
policy-makers  to  allow  USDA  to  take  the  lead  on  this  issue.  For  our  industry 
specifically,  proper  handling  and  utilization  of  the  soil  nutrients  in  manure  will 
largely  define  our  impact  on  the  enviroiunent,  and  our  long  term  economic 
sustainability  as  well.  As  an  example  of  an  area  where  USDA  could  emphasize  its 
role,  producers  cxirrently  utilize  the  SCS  for  proper  design  of  manure  handling 
structiires.   With  additional  traiiung,  SCS  could  logically  expand  into  the  related 
area  of  land  application  and  nutrient  management.   Designing  and  implementing 
appropriate  land  application  practices  that  allow  the  producer  to  remain  in 
compliance  with  soil  conservation  requirements,  and  still  be  a  good  neighbor,  must 
be  a  high  priority.  Perhaps  the  administration  of  related  cost-share  programs  might 
also  be  hai\dled  by  the  same  j)ersonnel. 

I  can't  over-emphasize  the  economic  importance  of  this  issue.   Because  of  our 
huge  feed  grain  production,  U.S.  producers,  and  Iowa  producers  in  particular,  have  a 
tremendous  econonuc  sustainability  advantage  in  livestock  production  over  many 
of  our  major  competitors  around  the  world.   However,  without  the  appropriate 
assistance  in  utilization,  producers  are  not  taking  full  advantage  of  this  opportunity. 

We  believe  USDA,  as  opposed  to  other  agencies,  must  take  the  major 
leadership  role  in  the  envirorunental  issues  which  affect  farmers.   Using  the  local 
office  structure  and  a  strong  educational  and  research  approach,  USDA  can  have  a 
far  greater  impact  on  the  environment  than  any  other  agency  which  might  use  only 
a  regulatory  approach.  In  fact,  personnel  from  the  University  of  Iowa  and  Iowa  State 
University  recently  completed  a  lengthy  study  on  the  tradeoffs  between  water 
quality  policy  approaches  and  profitability  in  Iowa  agriculture.  The  study's  clear 
conclusion  is  that  the  education  approach  produces  the  most  consistently  positive 
water  quality  and  profitability  results  when  compared  to  taxation  or  regiilatory 
policies  that  would  be  viewed  as  harsh  by  producers.  Again,  as  an  example,  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  is  an  entity  already  in  place  vdth  which  farmers  have  a  high 
degree  of  familiarity.    SCS  could  put  environmental  programs  for  agricultiu'e  on  the 
ground  far  more  quickly  and  efficiently  than  if  these  responsibilities  were  taken 
away  from  USDA.  The  Service  will  also  play  a  vital  role  as  a  sort  of  scientific  liaison 
for  agriculture  with  other  scientific  agencies  and  organizations. 

On  the  matter  of  food  safety,  we  commend  Secretary  Espy  along  wdth  FSIS  and 
APHIS  for  their  diligence  in  responding  to  the  current  cor\sumer  concern  about 
meat  inspection.  Their  efforts  to  bring  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  into  a 
new  era  must  move  forward.  Our  industries  face  many  challenges  in  meat 
inspection  and  food  safety  in  order  to  continue  to  assure  our  consumers  they  c<m 
coiifidentiy  buy  a  safe,  high  quality  product.  For  efficiency,  USDA  must  take 
advantage  of  the  important  safety  and  inspection  research  already  being  conducted 
by  the  Universities  involved  in  ihe  Food  Safety  Consortium;  Iowa  State,  Kansas 
State  and  Arkansas. 
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Within  the  USDA,  we  believe  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  should 
be  maintained  under  the  same  assistant  secretary  configiiration  with  other  USDA 
inspection  services.  To  combine  this  crudal  agency  imder  an  Assistant  Secretary 
who  is  also  responsible  for  the  huge  food  stamp  and  human  nutrition  programs, 
could  have  the  effect  of  blunting  or  diluting  the  focus  on  meat  inspection  and  food 
safety.  These  issues  are  too  important  to  consumers,  and  too  vital  to  our  future  as 
producers,  for  us  to  risk  any  loss  of  focus  on  food  safety. 

Again,  we  recognize  more  efficiency  can  be  wrung  out  of  USDA  as  it  exists 
today.  Co-location  of  county-level  USDA  agencies  makes  sense.  Moving  a  step 
further,  toward  regionalizing  offices,  must  be  looked  at  more  carefully  because  of 
the  potential  negative  impact  on  program  participation.  And,  USDA  should  take 
the  lead  and  expand  its  role  in  the  nutrient  management  area  and  continue  its 
present  focus  on  modernizing  food  safety  and  inspection. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportimity.  I'd  be  pleased  to  try  to  answer 
any  questions  at  the  appropriate  time. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Kevin  Riddle.  I  am  a  resident  of  Orosi,  California  and 
farm  there.  I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  6500  farmers,  mostly  small 
farmers  otming  less  than  40  acres,  who  make  up  the  Sunkist 
cooperative.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  talk  with  you  about 
the  challenges  facing  our  members  and  all  small  farmers  as  we  near 
the  21st  Century. 

President  Kennedy  may  have  best  captured  the  small  farmer's 
dileaoaa:  "The  farmer,"  President  Kennedy  once  explained,  "is  the 
only  man  trtio  buys  everything  he  buys  at  retail,  sells  everything  he 
sells  at  wholesale,  and  pays  the  freight  both  ways." 

For  100  years,  the  Sunkist  cooperative  has  attempted  to  redress 
this  imbalance  by  pooling  the  resources  of  small  farmers.  And  our 
concern  for  the  challenges  facing  the  family  farmer  is  why  we  are 
proud  to  be  part  of  Farm  Aid. 


coomiATiNO  antus  oitowEits  of  caupoknu  and  auzona 
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The  Sunkist  cooperative  began  100  years  ago  because  a  group  of  60 
small  citrus  farmers  believed  that  by  organizing  as  a  cooperative 
they  could  maintain  their  independence  —  rtinning  their  individual 
farms  as  they  saw  fit  —  while  also  gaining  the  market  power  to  win 
fairer  terms  from  suppliers,  packers  and  shippers. 

Today,  the  Sunkist  cooperative  works  for  farmers  and  consumers  by 
helping  stabilize  prices  and  assuring  a  steady  supply  of  top 
quality  citrus  fruit.  Dxiring  the  1991-92  season  alone,  Sunkist's 
member  farmers  shipped  over  82  million  cartons  of  fresh  fruit  and 
provifed  93  million  gallons  of  juice. 

The  vast  majority  of  our  crop  is  sold  fresh  or  as  juice  to 
Americans.  Nothing  is  wasted,  the  small  amount  of  the  crop  that 
isn't  suitable  for  the  fresh  market  or  for  juicing  is  recycled  into 
the  food  chain  by  sending  it  back  to  the  farm  for  use  as  animal 
feed. 

This  opportunity  should  be  taken  to  point  out  the  good  work  of  the 
professional  career  employees  within  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Services,  the  Animal,  Plant  and  Health  Inspection  Service  (APHIS) 
and  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service.  Government  workers  are 
often  criticized  and  it  is  easy  to  co^lain.  As  a  farmer,  both  my 
personal  experience  and  that  of  our  cooperative,  Sunkist,  has  been 
that  these  three  agencies  serve  as  a  model  for  all  of  government. 
We  have  found  the  government  employees  to  be  fair,  honest, 
courteous  and  hard  working.  I  hope  that  as  consideration  is  given 
to  reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  changes  will 
not  be  mad«  to  adversely  impact  these  agencies.  They  do  a  splendid 
job.  If  anything,  these  three  agencies  should  be  elevated  and 
their  funding  secured. 

Career  employees  within  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  perform  a 
wonderful  service  for  farmers  throughout  the  United  States.  There 
are  ready  to  assist  in  advising  on  obstacles  to  foreign  trade, 
advise  how  to  open  markets  and  advise  how  to  market  within 
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particular  countries.  This  applies  not  only  to  the  employees  in 
Washington  but  to  the  agricultural  counselors  and  attaches  around 
the  world.  My  highest  congratulations  to  them  and  it  is  hoped  that 
the  Committee  will  pass  that  on  to  the  Department  and  the 
employees. 

A  special  note  should  be  made  about  APHIS'S  work  on  the 
erradication  of  the  Mediterranean  fruit  fly  in  California.  Without 
that  effort  the  fruit  fly  could  not  be  contained  and  the  impact 
would  be  disastrous  for  thousands  of  farmers  throughout  the  state. 
It  is  critical  that  APHIS  receive  the  proper  funding  to  keep  the 
Mediterranean  fruit  fly  project  in  place. 

It  is  sincerely  hoped  that  as  the  Department  is  reorganized  and  the 
political  positions  are  filled  that  proper  attention  will  be  given 
to  the  hard  working  career  employees. 

I  would  like  to  add  a  special  note  about  our  exports  and  the 
importance  of  the  Market  Promotion  Program.  Our  export  numbers  are 
indicative  of  an  important  fact  about  farming  that  many  Americans 
overlook;  the  American  farmer's  ability  to  export  has  been  a 
constant  pillar  of  the  U.S.  economy.  Overseas  sales  by  our  co-op 
also  draw  upwards  of  250  million  foreign  dollars  into  the  U.S. 
economy.  During  1992  alone,  U.S.  agricultural  exports  netted  $18.7 
billion  on  total  sales  of  $42.1  billion.  The  United  States  needs 
to  build  on  this  export  success  with  initiatives  such  as  the  Market 
Promotion  Prograus,  which  has  helped  create  foreign  demand  for 
American  farm  goods.  It  is  estimated  that  the  $200  million  MPP 
program  la  responsible  for  up  to  $1.4  billion  in  annual 
agricultural  sales  —  a  seven-to-one  return  on  investment.  Despite 
this  impressive  record,  some  people  say  eliminating  MPP  would  help 
cut  government  spending.  The  way  I  see  it  ending  the  MPP  cuts 
profits,  not  spending. 
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The  debate  over  MPP  illustrates  how  shifts  in  governoent  policy, 
whether  seemingly  snail  changes  in  obscure  regulations  or  high- 
profile  decisions  about  international  trade  alike  can  quickly  tip 
the  balance  and  turn  a  good  season  into  a  disaster.  For  the 
family  farmer,  the  line  between  profit  and  failure  is  a  thin  one. 
Feunily  farmers  walk  an  economic  tightrope.  At  a  time  when  budget- 
cutting  has  gained  political  favor,  the  small  farmer  is  at  special 
risk  because  an  increasingly  urban  population  that  does  not 
understand  the  economics  of  the  farm  may  be  too  quick  to  remove  the 
farmers'  safety  net  in  the  name  of  frugality. 

Having  strayed  from  their  r\iral  roots,  the  American  people  must  be 
re-educated  about  the  economic  reality  of  farming.  Until  well  into 
the  century,  the  vast  majority  of  Americans  lived  in  farm 
communities  and  knew  first  hand  how  farmers'  fortunes  rose  and  fell 
with  the  whim  of  Mother  Nature  and  how  powerful  interests 
controlled  the  price  of  goods  farmers  bought  and  sold. 

But  today,  the  farm  is  a  distant  place  that  few  Americans  really 
understand.  It  is  time  for  the  Congress,  the  Clinton 
Administration,  and  Secretary  Espy  to  lead  a  re-education  effort. 
The  Agriculture  Department  must  do  more  than  manage  farm  programs. 
It  must  become  the  farmers'  2UBbassador  to  the  American  public  — 
telling  the  real  story  of  life  on  the  farm  and  challenging  the 
misguided  notion  that  farm  programs  are  a  form  of  welfare.  I 
should  say,  I  am  encouraged  that  members  of  Congress  including  this 
Committee  and  Secretary  Espy  are  taking  the  time  to  listen,  to  talk 
to  farmers,  and  to  gather  information  from  those  who  work  in  the 
fields. 

One  of  the  areas  where  the  public  needs  education  has  to  do  with 
farm  programs.  In  the  case  of  fresh  citrus,  our  farm  program  is 
kno%m  as  a  marketing  order.  It  allows  us,  without  cost  to  the 
government,  to  manage  the  supply  of  fresh  fruit  each  year.  As  you 
now,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  good  Lord  varies  that  supply  of  oranges  and 
lemons  each  year.   Therefore,  very  flexible  plans  such  as  the 
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■arketlng  order  are  essential  to  our  Industry.  It  Is  often 
criticized  because  of  the  provisions  that  allow  farmers  such  as 
nyself  to  join  together  with  other  farmers  to  regulate  the  amount 
of  fruit  sent  to  the  market  each  week.  It  is  important  for 
Americans  to  understand  that  the  total  crop  is  sold  each  season. 
The  marketing  order  provisions  allow  us  to  see  that  as  many  oranges 
and  lemons  as  possible  reach  the  American  consumer.  That  is  in  the 
consumer's  interest  and  our  interest  as  farmers 

In  order  for  the  American  consumers  to  have  an  abundant  supply  of 
oranges  and  lemons,  it  is  necessary  for  us  farmers  to  make  a 
reasonable  income.  The  marketing  order  program  permits  that.  As 
you  know.  Secretary  Ed  Madigan  took  it  away  from  the  farmers  in 
California  and  Arizona.  The  result  has  been  a  weekly  loss  of 
millions  of  dollars  to  my  neighbors  and  myself.  No  one  benefitted. 
All  studies  have  sho%m  that  prices  to  the  consumers  have  remained 
constant  while  prices  to  growers  have  fallen  dramatically.  I  hope 
that  you  will  help  with  the  education  process.  All  of  us  in 
agriculture  need  to  help  one  another  so  that  we  can  all  prosper 
from  joint  cooperation. 

Those  of  us  at  Sunkist  want  to  be  in  the  vanguard  of  this  re- 
education effort.  That  is  why  we  are  at  Farm  Aid,  joining  this 
tremendous  effort  to  teach  Americans  about  farmers'  lifestyles,  the 
economic  challenges  they  face,  and  their  contributions  to  our 
national  welfare.  Working  together,  we  can  teach  Americans  about 
farming  and  make  our  next  100  years  better  than  ever  for  our 
cooperative  and  for  all  Americans. 
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Testimony  of  Willie  Nelson 

President,  FARM  AID,  Inc. 

Before  the  House  Agricultural  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 

April,   23,    1993 

Ames,  Iowa  Field  Hearings 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee, 

Thank  you  for  having  me  here  today.  I  want  to  thank  the  members  of  the  Committee  for 
arranging  these  important  field  hearings.  Over  the  past  six  years  Farm  Aid  has  tried  to  be  the 
sound  system  to  amplify  the  voices  of  family  farmers.  Thank  you  for  coming  to  Ames  to  hear 
those  voices. 

Before  examining  the  ways  in  which  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  can  better  serve 
farmers  in  the  field,  we  need  to  set  up  the  context  Before  we  look  at  the  details,  we  need  to  look 
at  the  big  picture. 

The  American  economy  is  in  trouble  and  we  know  the  reason.  It  all  starts,  believe  it  or  not, 
with  the  land.  Most  importantly,  it  starts  with  the  people  who  plant  he  seeds  and  care  for  the  soil. 
Our  cities  are  crowded;  our  countryside  is  ahnost  deserted.  The  farmers  who  used  to  plant  the 
seeds  and  care  for  the  soil  are  now  sleeping  under  bridges  with  their  families,  standing  in 
unemployment  lines,  or  reluctantly  seeking  help  from  organizations  around  the  country  such  as  the 
ones  funded  by  FARM  ADD. 

During  the  '80s  our  elected  officials  pretended  to  look  for  a  cure  for  our  economy.  Billions 
of  dollars  were  spent  keeping  things  the  way  they  were.  The  elections  last  year  signaled  a  new  day 
-  a  time  to  cut  the  waste  and  find  a  logical  solution  to  kick-start  our  economy.  Let's  begin  by 
giving  fanners  the  opportunity  to  make  a  living  so  that  the  in  turn  can  support  the  local  and  national 
business  community.  Let's  give  family  farmers  a  chance  to  earn  1993  farm  prices  instead  of  the 
1980s'  farm  prices  that  been  firozcn  in  time  as  farmers  watch  the  cost  of  everything  they  need  to 
survive  rise  beyond  their  means. 

History  has  proven  that  when  the  fanner  is  making  money,  everyone  makes  money.  Now 
as  our  economy  crashes  around  us,  the  truth  is  as  plain  to  us  as  it  has  been  to  them.  The  farmer, 
the  supporting  nmg  of  the  economic  ladder,  is  broken.  The  backbone  of  our  country  is  broken  and 
everyone  on  the  ladder,  from  small  service  stations  to  General  Motors,  is  affected. 

The  massive  failures  of  our  manufacturing  industries  is  a  reflection  of  our  times.  The  idea 
that  "bigger  is  better"  isn't  working,  as  tens  of  thousands  of  workers  are  teing  let  go  from  huge 
corporations,  with  nowhere  to  go.  Farmers  can  no  longer  afford  to  buy  trucks,  plows,  farm 
equipment,  even  paint  for  their  bams!  In  fact,  the  average  age  of  a  tractor  is  older  than  ever  before, 
a  dangerous  20  years  old.  The  family  farmCT  who  is  forced  off  the  land  heads  for  the  city  where 
unemployment  and  homelessness  has  become  a  way  of  life. 

The  same  type  of  corporate  giants  that  are  responsible  for  our  industrial  failures  are  now 
monopolizing  our  agriculture  system  -  creating  the  corporate  farm.  "A  reality  of  life"  is  what  most 
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people  say.  That  is  an  answer  I  don't  think  we  can  accept.  Those  folks  who  live  far  away  from 
the  farm  just  don't  care  how  our  food  is  grown  as  much  as  the  farmers  who  live  with  their  families 
right  there  on  the  land.  Corporate  decisions  dictated  by  the  bottom  line  should  not  influence  the 
treatment  of  our  most  precious  resource:  the  land,  and  our  most  precious  product:  our  food. 
Control  of  the  food  system  is  a  scary  thing  to  give  to  just  a  few  people. 

A  family  farm  is  exactly  that:  a  farm  operated  by  a  family.  A  family  who  personally  knows 
every  acre  of  crops  growing  on  the  land.  A  family  who  consumes  what  they  produce  and  who  has 
a  vested  interest  in  ensuring  that  their  food  is  safe  to  eat 

Since  the  1930s,  seven  million  family  farmers  have  lost  their  land  through  no  fault  of  their 
own,  but  because  farm  prices  have  been  locked  in  and  have  frozen  them  out  of  society.  The  folks 
in  Washington  allowed  the  image  of  the  family  farm  to  become  separated  from  the  people  they 
feed.  And  what  was  the  image  of  America,  our  country,  if  not  the  prosperous  green  farms  of  our 
countryside  that  welcomed  people  from  all  over  the  world  to  feed  at  its  tables?  The  ideal  of 
thanksgiving  for  the  harvest  and  respect  for  the  people  that  nurtured  the  soil  and  sowed  the  seed  is 
an  image  of  America  that  I  think  we  can't  afford  to  lose. 

Everyone  who  eats  must  make  a  decision  to  do  something  or  to  do  nothing.  With  so  many 
other  problems  out  there  it  might  be  easier  to  do  nothing.  But  I  believe  that  you  -  our  elected 
officials  -  will  do  what  the  voters  want  if  you  are  told  in  no  uncertain  terms  that  if  you  don't  help 
our  family  farmers,  we  will  not  vote  for  you  agaia  Because  we  know  how  supporting  family 
farmers  affects  us  personally,  we  must  come  up  with  policies  which  make  it  possible  for  family 
farms  to  once  again  prosper. 

Until  a  young  couple  can  make  a  living  farming  our  land,  our  economy  will  continue  to 
nose  dive.  We  must  rebuild  our  country  from  the  ground  up  by  supporting  those  families  that 
grow  our  food  and  care  for  our  soil.  As  you  seek  ways  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  serve 
farmers  better,  I  hope  you  will  keep  these  goals  at  the  forefront  of  your  mind. 

Thank  you  for  letting  me  speak  to  you  today.  And  thank  you  for  supporting  America's 
family  farms. 
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Mr.  Chaiiman,  and  members  of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  Subcommittee  on  Department 
Operations  and  Nutrition,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  hoe  today  on  behalf  of  FARM  AID 
and  the  millions  of  Americans  who  understand  the  importance  of  family  farmers  to  our  economy 
and  our  society. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  coming  to  Ames,  Iowa  to  receive  testimony  from  representatives 
of  farm  organizations  from  across  the  country  on  how  to  make  the  US  Department  of  Agriculture  a 
more  farmer-friendly  organization.  As  you  discuss  the  issue  of  USDA  field  services,  however,  I 
believe  it  is  appropriate  to  also  discuss  what  kind  of  agriculture  system  the  USDA  should  be 
promoting.  Since  1980  hundreds  of  thousands  of  family  farm«s  have  been  forced  off  the  land  by 
government  policies  that  promoted  a  "bigger  is  better"  approach  to  food  production.  FARM  AID 
was  founded  in  1985  by  Willie  Nelson,  Neil  Young  and  John  Mellencamp  in  response  to  the  farm 
crisis  caused  by  these  government  policies  which  fovored  large  factory  farms  over  the  independent 
family  farmer. 

Now  eight  years  later,  the  "farm  crisis"  has  become  a  chronic  problem.  Those  &mily  formers 
fortunate  enough  to  have  held  on  to  their  farms  have  bem  forced  to  take  second  and  third  jobs  just 
to  pay  the  bills.  To  those  people  who  say  the  farm  oisis  is  over,  I  would  ask  them  to  look  at  the 
situation  right  here  in  Iowa  where  calls  to  the  Rural  Concern  farmer  hotline  rose  30%  last  year  to 
the  highest  levels  since  1986.  As  farm  income  has  dropped,  rural  communities  and  farm-related 
businesses  have  suffered  as  well  Despite  perceptions  that  the  farm  crisis  is  over,  family  fanners, 
rtiral  communities,  schools  and  business  continue  to  decline.  For  example,  in  Iowa  as  recently  as 
1992,  business  failures  rose  a  staggering  148%  because  of  the  continuing  drop  in  farm  income. 

The  economic  effects  stretdi  far  beyond  the  farm  gate.  Betweoi  1981  and  1991,  form  tractor  sales 
declined  almost  40%.  From  1991  to  1992,  John  Deere  &  Co.,  the  nation's  largest  farm  equipment 
producer,  reported  a  20%  drop  in  sales.  Across  the  spectnmi  of  retail  consumer  goods,  the  farm 
crisis  has  hit  our  nation's  economy  hard.  In  the  ten  years  between  1976  aixl  1986,  Iowa's  small 
towns  lost  41%  of  their  gas  stations,  21%  of  their  building  materials  stores  and  37%  of  their 
general  goods  stores.  When  these  businesses  disappear  along  with  the  forms  that  supported  them, 
governments  suddenly  find  themselves  in  the  position  of  having  to  provide  more  social  services  on 
shrinking  budgets.  The  tax  base  in  rural  communities  has  follen  more  than  20%  since  the  early 
'80s  because  of  falling  farm  incomes  and  property  values. 

I  say  all  this  to  try  to  place  today's  discussion  in  peispective.  As  we  talk  about  improving  USDA's 
services  in  the  field,  we  must  also  talk  about  adopting  policies  which  put  more  farmers  in  the  field. 
We  need  a  new  vision  of  the  USDA  as  an  agency  that  helps  farmers  to  stay  on  the  land,  instead  of 
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an  agency  whose  policies  have  helped  push  family  farmers  off  the  land.  This  means  refocusing 
USDA's  priorities  to  promote  a  family  farm  system  of  agriculture. 

As  FARM  AED's  executive  director  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  talking  with  literally  thousands  of 
family  farmers  throughout  the  country.  Time  and  time  again  farmers  tell  me  that  they  don't  want  to 
be  bailed  out,  they  only  want  to  be  treated  fairly.  The  proud  men  and  women  who  grow  our 
nation's  food  have  found  themselves  trapped  between  imfair  government  policies  and  an  uncaring 
bureaucracy  that  bombards  them  with  paperwork  and  regulations  instead  of  treating  them  with 
compassion  and  understanding.  From  Washington,  DC  to  the  local  field  offices,  family  farmers 
have  faced  one  obstacle  after  another  as  they  strive  to  hold  on  to  farms  that  have  been  in  their 
families  for  generations. 

Now  is  the  time  for  the  US  Department  of  Agriculture  to  change  the  way  it  deals  with  family 
farmers  who  are  trying  to  stay  on  their  land.  I  leave  it  to  the  representatives  of  the  farm 
organizations  gathered  here  today  to  present  to  you  specific  recommendations  for  improving 
USDA  services  in  the  field.  What  FARM  AID  wants  to  emphasize  to  you,  our  elected 
representatives,  is  the  importance  of  restoring  a  healthy,  family  farm  system  of  agriculture  that  will 
result  in  more  jobs,  stronger  rural  conmiunities,  and  a  stable  supply  of  safe,  healthy  food  for 
America's  femilies. 

FARM  AID  is  honored  to  be  able  to  provide  the  sound  and  stage  for  all  Americatis—  the  growers 
and  the  eaters-  to  express  their  vision  for  a  brighter  future,  a  fiiture  based  on  thriving  family 
farms,  and  the  communities  and  industries  which  they  support  We  will  continue  our  efforts  to 
work  with  you,  our  elected  officials,  to  implement  pohcies  which  will  make  this  vision  a  reality. 

Thank  you  again  for  coming  to  Ames,  Iowa  to  listen  to  the  voices  of  America's  family  farmers. 
We  look  forward  to  working  together  with  you  in  the  future  to  ensure  that  the  words  spoken  at 
today's  field  hearing  are  translated  into  concrete  policies. 
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Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  holding  this  hearing  here  in  the 
nation's  heartland  today  and  providing  me  the  opportunity  to 
testify  before  this  Subcommittee,  ft;/  name  is  Corky  Jones  eind  I  am 
a  corn  and  soybean  farmer  from  eastern  Nebraska.  I  am  the 
President  of  the  American  Agriculture  Movement  of  Nebraska  as  well 
as  a  past  National  President  of  AAM. 

The  recommendations  I  will  outline  today  are  designed  to  help 
this  committee  with  its  noble  undertaking  of  reorganizing  and 
streamlining  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA) . 
We  recognize  the  need  for  such  action,  but  must  insist  on  guarding 
against  throwing  out  the  hahy  with  the  bath  water. 

During  this  process  we  must  not  ignore  the  underlying  problems 
of  our  nation's  agriculture  policy.  I  am  speaking  of  the  lower 
euid  lower  prices  received  by  America's  faunily  farmers  and  remchers 
for  the  fruits  of  their  leUt>or.  These  lower  prices  are  mamdated  by 
policies  drafted  by  Congress  and  administered  by  USDA  The 
reorganization  of  USDA  is  an  exercise  in  futility  if  there  are  no 
farmers  left  to  participate  in  the  prograuns. 

Please  allow  me  to  offer  a  few  exaunples  of  what  I  meem  when  I 
talk  eibout  lower  prices.  I  have  farmed  ever  since  my  tour  of  duty 
with  the  United  States  Navy  during  the  Korean  War  and  I  have  never 
experienced  a  drop  in  commodity  prices  as  I  have  over  the  past 
twelve  years.  Just  how  much  did  farm  prices  fall  during  the 
Reagem  and  Bush  administrations.  Attached  to  my  vnritten  statement 
(see  teUsle  l)  is  a  list  of  prices  paid  to  farmers  at  my  elevator 
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in  Nemaha,  Neb.  on  election  day  1980  and  on  election  day  199^.  As 
you  can  see,  the  prices  for  all  major  commodities  fell 
significantly  over  those  twelve  years.  I  also  have  listed  the 
prices  paid  by  farmers  for  various  agriculture  equipment  and 
implements,  fuel,  a  basic  pick-up  truck  and  property  tax.  It  is 
no  surprise  that  those  prices  increased  over  the  same  twelve  year 
period. 

It  is  bad  enough  that  everything  we  sell  as  farmers  has  gone 
down  and  everything  we  buy  has  gone  up  (see  percentage  change  on 
table  2),  but  when  combined,  those  prices  amplify  each  other  (see 
table  3).  On  election  day  1980,  I  could  buy  a  130  horse  power 
John  Deere  tractor  for  10,775  bushels  of  corn.  On  election  day 
1992,  after  twelve  years  of  trickle  on  economics,  it  took  33,82  3 
bushels  of  corn  to  buy  the  same  size  and  make  tractor.  That  is  an 
increase  of  214%.  we  have  all  heard  about  the  3%  and  4%  inflation 
rates  of  the  past  few  years,  but  that  214%  increase  over  twelve 
years  figures  out  to  be  over  10%  per  year  (catpounded  annually) . 

When  we  compare  1980  and  1992,  it  should  be  noted  that  a  bushel 
of  com  still  weighs  56  pounds  and  still  produces  the  same  amount 
of  ethanol,  cornmeal,  beef,  pork  or  whatever  it  is  used  for.  A 
130  horse  power  tractor  still  pulls  the  same  size  plow,  plows  the 
same  number  of  acres  per  day  and  may  use  a  little  less  fuel,  but 
not  much  less. 

Have  our  nation's  consiomers  realized  any  savings  at  the  grocery 
store  because  of  the  lower  commodity  prices?  Have  the  factory 
workers  that  build  our  tractors  realized  a  better  quality  of  life 
because  of  the  higher  prices  farmers  have  been  forced  to  pay  for 
tractors?  The  answer  to  both  questions  is  no.  Then  the  question 
must  be  asked,  "Who  did  benefit?"  The  to  answer  the  question  is 
the  same  people  who  pressured  Congress  and  the  last  two 
Administrations  to  lower  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  loan 
rates.  They  are  the  same  people  who  today  have  a  full  court  press 
on  our  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  demanding  he  not  use  his 
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legal  discretionary  authority  to  raise  loan  rates.  They  are  the 
same  people  who  continually  oppose  striker  replacement  legislation 
and  they  are  the  same  people  who  enjoyed  record  profits  during  the 
period  I  refer  to. 

I  have  said  enough  about  prices,  so  let  me  now  move  on  to  the 
topic  of  this  hearing,  streamlining  and  modernizing  USDA.  As  we 
proceed  with  the  process  of  reorganizing  USDA,  let  us  always 
remember  to  do  so  in  an  attempt  to  achieve  fairness  to  the  farmers 
and  ranchers  in  the  administration  of  federal  agricultural 
programs  and  to  approach  the  official  mission  of  the  USDA  to 
"Improve  and  maintain  farm  income".  I  sincerely  believe  that 
mission  is  possible  with  our  new  President  and  our  new  Congress. 
The  new  and  positive  attitude  exhibited  by  these  two  branches  of 
government  is  long  overdue  and  a  welcome  change.  In  some  ways  I 
feel  we  are  all  family.  I  must  warn  at  this  juncture  that  what 
rural  America  experienced  over  the  past  twelve  years  was  the 
equivalent  of  rape  and  I  hope  we  do  not  now  become  victims  of 
incest. 

Let  me  now  make  my  specific  suggestions  for  reorganization  of 
USDA.  First  we  should  establish  an  advisory  committee,  which 
shall  report  directly  to  the  Secretary,  comprised  of  farmers, 
ranchers  and  representatives  of  general  farm  organizations.  The 
committee  should:  1) review  all  regulations  before  they  are 
published,  2)  participate  in  program  announcements,  3) review 
complaints  against  individuals  and  agencies  by  producers,  4) 
participate  in  market  and  price  discovery  and  5)  be  privy  to 
information  on  mergers  and  acquisitions  of  major  agribusiness 
corporations. 

Last  winter  Secretary  Madigan  proposed  a  plan  to  close  1,200 
USDA  field  offices.  Secretary  Espy  has  stated  that  before 
implementing  such  a  plan  that  there  should  first  be  a  reduction  in 
the  Washington  offices  of  USDA.  I  commend  Secretary  Espy  for  this 
stance.   Secretary  Espy  also  proposes  locating  the  various  field 
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offices  of  USDA  under  one  roof  in  each  county  for  what  he  refers 
to  as  "one  stop  shopping."  There  are  four  major  public  agencies 
with  the  USDA:  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service  (ASCS) ,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS) ,  Farmers  Home 
Administration  (FmHA)  and  the  Extension  Service.  I  agree  with 
Secretary  Espy  that  we  should  locate  the  county  offices  of  these 
agencies  under  one  roof.  This  arrangement  already  exists  in  many 
counties.  This  should  be  accomplished  without  undermining  the 
autonomy  of  existing  elected  county  committees.  The  county 
committee  system  is  established  in  permanent  farm  law.  if 
changed,  it  may  become  part  of  the  ever  evolving  temporary 
legislation  and  part  of  the  farm  bill  debate  we  engage  in  every 
four  to  five  years. 

Every  attempt  should  be  made  to  eliminate  red  tape  in  all  USDA 
departments.  Cut  paperwork  to  farmers.  Get  Back  to  the  Basics. 
Compare  paperwork  from  10  years  ago  to  identify  what  current  forms 
can  be  eliminated.  Most  farmers  should  need  only  a  form  similar 
to  a  short  tax  form  to  determine  eligibility  and  compliance. 
Consider  using  a  retumeUale  post  card  system  to  allow  producers  to 
re-sign  for  progreuns  when  their  operations  remain  unchanged  from 
year  to  year. 

Something  has  to  be  done  about  FmHA  Timeliness.  Loan  approvals 
should  be  decided  and,  if  approved,  funded  within  60  days.  The 
practice  of  operating  loans  taking  6  to  10  months  to  be  approved 
and  funded  should  be  stopped.  Secretary  Espy  has  pledged  to 
address  this  problem  and  ask  this  committee  to  do  everything 
possible  to  assist  him  in  fulfilling  that  pledge.  Give  FmHA 
employees  incentives  to  expedite  loan  applications,  possibly  by 
paying  them  according  to  time  spent  processing  loans.  Local 
elected  committees  should  have  more  authority  to  force  actions  by 
their  County  Supervisor  smd  to  make  decisions  on  loems  regarding 
feasibility  eind  cash  flow  requirements. 
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The  establishment  of  an  Autonomous  Appeals  Court  would  be  a  great 
step  forward  in  reorganizing  USDA.  we  should  create  a  "Farmer's 
Court"  independent  of  individual  agencies  to  review  administrative 
decisions  to  be  integrated  into  the  regular  appeals  process.  I 
feel  the  best  way  to  approach  this  is  to  pass  the  USDA  National 
Appeals  Division  Act  of  1993  (S.  3119  in  the  102nd  Congress)  soon 
to  be  introduced  by  Senator  Kent  Conrad  (D-N.D.).  Last  year,  then 
Congressman  Espy,  introduced  this  bill  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  urge  every  member  of  this  committee  to  help 
reintroduce  this  bill  this  year.  The  legislation  would  move  the 
appeals  process  of  the  SCS,  CCC,  ASCS,  FmHA,  Rural  Development 
Administration  (RDA)  and  possibly  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corp. 
(FCIC)  into  a  newly  created  National  Appeals  Division  (NAD) .  The 
new  agency  would  be  established  within  the  office  of  the  Secretary 
and  would  be  similar  to  the  existing  ASCS-NAD  amd  FmHA-NAS.  Under 
the  new  structure,  farmers  appealing  USDA  decisions  would  first 
have  a  hearing  with  the  county  or  state  committee  of  the  agency 
involved  and  if  dissatisfied  by  the  decision,  the  new  NAD  would 
take  up  the  case. 

Congress  and  the  Secretary  should  study  the  establishment  of  an 
additional  Under  Secretary.  Separate  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Under  Secretary  for  international  Affairs  and  Commodity  Programs 
into  two  separate  jurisdictions  with  two  separate  Under 
Secretaries,  one  for  international  affairs  and  one  for  commodity 
progreuns.  This  would  help  prevent  international  affairs  from 
dictating  domestic  farm  policies. 

USDA  should  be  required  to  assess  the  impact  of  acreage 
reduction  and  other  announcements  on  farm  prices.  The  study 
should  assess  the  impact  on  the  producers  rather  than  the  current 
practice  of  consulting  grain  traders  and  processors. 

Producers  should  be  allowed  to  submit  confidential  evaluations, 
in  the  form  of  returnable  post  cards,  to  rate  USDA  personnel  they 
deal  with.    Evaluations  should  include  employee  attitude. 
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helpfulness  and  accuracy.  The  evaluations  should  be  reviewed  by 
national  officials  to  link  local  performance  with  national  review 
standards.  USDA  employees  should  be  accountable  to  the  people 
they  serve. 

Theuik  you  again  for  the  opportvinity  to  present  my  views.   I  would 
be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

(Attachments  follow:) 
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Change  In  Prices  of  Selected 

Agriculture  Income  &  Expense  Items 

Election  Day  1980  to  Election  Day  1992 


Grain  Bids  At 

Corky  Jones  Elevator 

Election  Dav 

1980 

Election  Dav  1992 

Price  Change 

Sovbeans   ($/bu.) 

$   8.39 

$   5.02 

-40% 

Corn   ($/bu.) 

3.31 

1.85 

•44% 

Wheat   ($;bu.) 

4.48 

3.27 

-27% 

Milo    ($/cwt.) 

5.34 

3.15 

-41% 

White  Corn  ($/bu.) 

5.95 

2.58 

-57% 

List  of  John 

Deere 

Equipment 

(Like  Design 

and 

Horse  Power) 

Election  Day  1980 

Election  Day 

1992 

Price  Change 

7720  Combine 

$    65,815 

$    114,003 

+73% 

Six  Row  Corn  Head 

12,572 

21,583 

+72% 

16  Foot  Grain  Platform 

6,476 

12,274 

+90% 

Six  Row  Planter 

10,037 

16,631 

+66% 

4440  130  U.P.  Tractor 

35,665 

62,572 

+75% 

Gasoline 
Diesel 


Fuel  Prices 

Election  Dav  1980  Election  Day  1992  Price  Change 

$  .90    '  $    1.17  +30% 

.60  .80  +34% 


Pick-Up  Truck  (no  options) 
Election  Day  1980  Election  Day  1992  Price  Change 

Ford  Half  Ton  (2x4  F-1 50)      $    5,982  $    10,656  +78% 


Real  Estate  Taxes  on  200  Acres  Farm  Land 

Election  Day  1980  Election  Day  1992  Price  Change 

Unimproved  Nonirrigated         $    1,308  $   2,188  +67% 


Data  CompiUd  By  Corky  Jonts,  Nemaha,  Neb. 
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STATEMEMT  TO  THE  MOOSE  SUBCOTiniTTEE 
ON  DEPARTriENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 


BY:   FREDDIE  PERRY 
GEORGIA  FARMER 


Congressman  Stenbolis  and  members  of  the  comnittee,  on  behalf  of 
African  American  farmers  throughout  the  country,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  inviting  me  to  address  this  committee. 

Unfortunately,  less  than  23.000  of  us  are  left,  and  unless 
something  is  done  soon,  African  Americans  will  be  completely 
eliminated  from  the  American  Agricultural  system  as  producers. 

Over  the  past  twelve  years  we  have  encountered  unbelievable 
problems  and  barriers  to  maintaining  a  successful  operation  and  way 
of  life  We  have  not  had  equal  access  to  capital,  neither  private 
nor  public  and  the  progrzuns  mandated  to  provide  assistance  have 
often  been  too  little  to  late  if  ever. 

With  that  in  mind,  we  are  especially  concerned  about  the 
proposed  restructuring  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  With  all 
of  its  problems,  FnHA  is  still  the  organization  of  last  resort  for 
African  American  farmers.  However,  we  need  the  FoHA  to  make  direct 
loans.  The  guaranteed  loan  progreun  is  not  working  for  us  because 
the  comnercial  banks  as  a  whole  are  not  interested  in  lending  to 
African-American  farmers,  unless  they  can  see  a  way  to  take  his 
farm  I  want  to  emphasis  that  there  are  some  exceptions,  but  not 
enough  to  keep  the  guaranteed  loan  program 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  proposed  consolidation  of  FmHA 
offices.  Although  it  might  save  the  government  some  money,  it  will 
cost  the  small  farmer  who  will  have  to  travel  untold  miles  to  these 
office.   Anyone  who  is  fauniliar  with  farming  knows  that  time  and 
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operating  capital  are  essential  to  success.  Consolidated  offices 
will  force  the  farmer  to  dip  into  hie  already  limited  operating 
capital  to  get  to  the  offices  and  spend  precious  time  away  from  the 
farm. 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  FmHA  lives  up  to  its  original  mandate 
-  that  is  the  only  change  necessary.  As  a  member  of  the  Federation 
of  Southern  Cooperatives /Land  Assistance  Fund  and  a  recipient  of 
both  FnilA  and  FSC/LAF  services  I  want  to  assure  you  that,  at  least 
in  certain  areas  of  Georgia,  FmHA  is  working  the  way  it  should 
FSC/LAF,  FmHA  and  the  farmer  have  created  a  model  program  that 
should  be  duplicated  throughout  the  nation.  By  working  together 
these  three  entities  have  saved  and  helped  hundreds  of  African 
American  farmers  survive  and  prosper . 

Instead  of  radical  change  in  FmHA,  we  urge  you  to  1)  Implement 
policies  and  procedures  that  would  ensure  that  FmHA  lives  up  to  its 
original  mandate  and  2)  take  a  good  look  at  the  Georgia  project  and 
make  sure  that  it  continues  and  expands. 

We  too  want  the  USDA  to  operate  more  efficiently  but  we  want  to 
make  sure  that  African  American  farmers  are  not  eliminated  in  the 
niime  of  efficiency.  We  love  our  farms  and  communities.  With  so 
much  attention  being  paid  to  urban  problems  it  is  sometimes  easy  to 
forget  that  many  of  those  problems  may  not  have  occurred  if  our 
urban  brothers  and  sisters  had  been  able  to  stay  on  the  land  and 
make  a  living  from  it . 

Again,  on  behalf  of  African  American  farmers  I  thank  you  and 
hope  you  will  give  our  concerns  serious  consideration. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Committee,  thank-you  very  much  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  here  today.  I  am  Helen  Waller.  My  husband,  Gordy,  and  I 
own  and  operate  a  farm  near  Circle,  Montana.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Northern 
Plains  Resource  Council  and  the  Western  Organization  of  Resource  Councils, 
grassroots  citizens  groups  working  for  healthy  rural  communities  and  a  strong, 
family-farm  system  of  agriculture. 

I  want  to  thank  the  Committee  for  scheduling  this  hearing  to  look  into  the 
effectiveness  of  farm  programs  and  the  service  farmers  receive  from  USDA 
employees  working  to  implement  those  programs.  I  want  to  thank,  as  well,  Willie 
Nelson  and  FarmAid,  for  helping  to  arrange  this  hearing  and  for  all  the  help  and 
hope  he  and  his  "crew"  have  given  to  family  farmers  and  rural  communities  for 
so  many  years. 

If  USDA  employees  are  to  effectively  serve  farmers,  then  Congress  and  the 
Administration  must  project  a  clear  picture  of  what  the  farm  program  is  really 
meant  to  accomplish.  I  have  no  complaints  about  the  service  our  local  ASCS  and 
SCS  employees  are  providing.  We  find  ours  to  be  cooperative,  competent,  and 
capable  people,  many  of  whom  I  have  known  as  friends  before  they  were 
government  employees. 

The  real  problem  is  that  they  are  required  to  administer  a  program  that  we  in  the 
countryside  know  could  be  improved  upon,  a  plan  less  costly  to  taxpayers,  more 
effective  environmentally  and  more  profitable  to  farmers.  That  issue  can  only  be 
addressed  by  the  Congress  and  the  Administration. 

We  need  a  program  which  practices  what  is  often  preached  about  the  virtue  of  a 
family  farm  system  of  agriculture.  If  the  family  farm  system  is  worth  saving,  then 
let's  develop  a  program  to  sustain  that  system.  If  it's  not,  then  don't  mislead  us. 

■ther*-  mus+'  be  ou  cVe«x  vision 
From  Washington,  D.C.  to  every  field  office  in  America,^that  U.S.  agricultural 
policy  seeks  more  farmers  to  care  for  the  land,  not  more  chemicals  per  acre  in  the 
name  of  efficiency — a  vision  of  more  families  and  fewer  factories  producing  our 
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nation's  food — a  conxmitinent  to  making  it  possible  for  young  people  to  enter 
farming  once  again — a  vision  of  owners  operating  farms,  not  factories  operated  by 
tenants  or  functionaries  of  multinational  corporations. 

Some  would  consider  our  current  system  a  miracle  of  efficiency  because  it  has 
reduced  the  number  of  farm  families  on  the  land.  It  is  true  that  one  farmer  feeds 
100  other  people,  about  one-fourth  of  them  overseas.  We  pride  ourselves  that 
Americans  spend  just  ten  percent  of  personal  expenditures  on  food,  the  lowest  in 
the  world.  ^ 

But  is  this  really  efficiency?  Since  1950,  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  food  has 
risen  at  almost  exactly  the  same  rate  as  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  everything. 
Our  food  is,  relatively  speaking,  no  cheaper  today  than  40  years  ago.  But  the  farm 
value  of  the  food  dollar — what  the  farmer  gets — has  plummeted.  In  just  the  last 
twenty  years,  the  farmer's  share  of  consumers'  food  expenditures  has  fallen  from 
32  cents  to  just  over  20  cents.^ 

In  1980,  Americans  spent  $26.8  billion  dollars  on  bakery  products.  Farmers  got  $3.5 
billion  of  that.  Eleven  years  later,  in  1991,  America's  spending  on  bakery  products 
had  increased  86%,  to  $49.9  billion.  But  the  farmer  got  not  a  red  cent  more:  $3.5 
billion,  exactly  the  same  as  in  1980.^ 

Farmers  have  been  told  for  years  now,  in  the  name  of  efficiency,  to  get  big,  get 
efficient  or  get  out.  It  appears  to  me  that  we  have  gotten  efficient  all  right,  and  then 
we've  got  out  anyway.  But  the  companies  which  buy  and  process  and  market  the 
food  we  grow  have  simply  gotten  their  share  plus  our  share  of  the  increased  cost 
to  the  consumer.  Farmers  are  getting  by  on  almost  50  percent  less  of  America's 
food  expenditures  than  just  ten  years  ago.  Where  are  the  efficiency  gains  in  the  rest 
of  the  system?  Where  is  all  that  money  going?  To  the  handlers,  shippers,  and 
processors. 

We  need  to  redefine  what  we  mean  by  an  efficient  agricultural  system.  Measures  of 
efficiency  must  consider  how  well  we  sustain  the  land  and  other  resources,  how 
our  communities  not  only  survive,  but  prosper,  and  how  the  farmers  who  have 
the  skills  to  operate  our  food  production  system  can  be  compensated  fairly  for 

'  Farm     &    Food    Facts,    a    collection    of    historical    data     from     the     Departments    of 
Agriculture,   Commerce,    and   other   sources,   by    the   editors   of   the    Kiplinger    Agriculture 
Letter,  Washington,  D.C.  1992. 

2  Ibid. 

3  Ibid. 
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their  expertise  and  labor.  By  these  measures,  our  system  is  grossly  inefficient. 

The  legacy  of  recent  farm  programs  has  been  a  steady  exodus  from  our 
communities.  Our  hospital  is  closed — many  cannot  afford  health  insurance. 
Dwindling  school  enrollment  foretells  bleak  educational  opportunities  for  rural 
folks,  with  a  dim  chance  of  affording  a  college  education  for  our  children.  With 
less  of  us  left  to  pay  for  local  services,  our  taxes  have  increased  by  leaps  and 
bounds. 

I  fail  to  understand  why  it  is  that  my  industry  is  expected  to  operate  on  standards 
which  are  not  acceptable  to  other  businesses.  For  instance,  why  does  Congress 
ignore  our  repeated  request  for  an  effective  supply  management  program?  Every 
other  successful  business  I  know  of  produces  to  meet  a  demand — ^John  Deere, 
General  Motors,  the  local  newspaper,  even  my  garden  spot  has  shrunk  to  supply 
our  now-limited  needs. 

The  justification  for  a  supply  management  program  is  underscored  by  the  fact  that 
previous  over-supply,  w«s  disposed  of  through  the  export  enhancement  program, 
cost  taxpayers  as  much  as  $1.08  per  bushel.  A  Federal  Reserve  study  concluded  that 
"destroying  the  government-owned  stocks...  would  be  a  more  cost-effective  form 
of  surplus  removal  than  the  EEP..."  A  powerful  argument  for  allowing  farmers  to 
practice  supply  management!  A  redirection  of  the  $1.2  billion,  which  was  the  cost 
of  the  EEP  subsidy  given  to  exporters  for  wheat  sales  over  a  two-year  period,  would 
go  a  long  way  toward  establishing  non-recourse  loan  rates  which  would  allow 
farmers  to  enjoy  the  profit  motive  experienced  at  the  marketplace  by  other 
industries. 

Let  me  relate  the  sad  truth  about  the  deteriorating  economic  condition  of  our 
industry.  In  1950,  farmers  got  an  average  of  $2.00  per  bushel  for  wheat.  Forty  years 
later,  farmers  are  getting  about  $3.00  plus  a  diminishing  deficiency  payment  (for 
us,  about  65  cents,  figured  on  progressively  less  production).  Production  costs  are 
nearly  eight  times  as  high  today  as  they  were  in  1950.  The  cost  of  Uving  is  six  times 
higher.^ 

In  1950,  government  payments  totaled  $280  million  dollars,  less  than  one  percent 
of  gross  farm  income  and  only  two  percent  of  net  farm  income.  In  1991, 
government  payments  totaled  $8.5  billion,  almost  five  percent  of  gross  farm 
income   and    twenty   percent   of   net    farm    income.^    This    year,    commodity 

^  Ibid. 
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program  costs  will  be  $17  billion  dollars.^  Net  farm  income,  meanwhile,  is  half 
of  what  it  was  in  1950  after  adjusting  for  inflation/  We  produce  more  food,  for 
more  people,  more  reliably  than  every  before,  for  half  the  money. 

Producers  of  soybeans,  cotton,  com,  cattle,  hogs,  milk,  and  nearly  every  other 
farm  commodity  face  the  same  situation  as  those  of  us  raising  wheat.  The  prices 
we  get  don't  cover  the  costs  of  producing  America's  food,  and  the  equity  which  we 
once  had  in  our  land  is  slipping  away  for  some,  gone  for  others.  They  are  out. 

The  exodus  continues.  There  are  less  than  half  the  number  of  farms  today  as  there 
were  in  1950.  These  folks  have  gone  to  town  in  search  of  work,  competing  in  an 
already  overcrowded  job  market.  It  is  a  disgrace  that  families  operating  farms 
earned  more  than  half  of  their  income  off  the  farm.  Government  payments 
amount  to  about  fifteen  percent  of  the  average  farm  family's  net  income,®  only 
to  have  the  benefit  passed  on  to  the  grain  companies,  due  to  the  below-cost-of- 
production  market  prices  enjoyed  by  the  buyers.  We  farmers  are  put  in  the  role  of 
laundering  taxpayer  money  for  the  grain  conglomerates. 

The  marketplace  is  a  dismal  failure  for  farmers,  due  to  the  farm  programs  written 
to  establish  market  prices  artificially  low  in  order  to  bring  bargain  basement 
prices  to  the  grain  processors  and  shippers,  some  of  them  extracting  phenomenal 
returns  on  investment.  General  Mills'  average  return  on  equity  for  the  past  five 
years  was  48.6  percent!  Last  year  it  was  a  mere  36.2%.  Ralston  Purina's  average  for 
the  last  five  years  was  38%,  Kellogg's  was  just  under  33%,  Tyson's  23%,  ConAgra's 
20%.  The  median  for  the  food  processing  industry  was  an  18.7  %  average  return  on 

equity  for  the  last  five  years.' 

Farmers'  average  return  on  equity  during  that  same  period  was  5.3%.  Last  year  it 
was  4.5%.10 

Food  security  is  national  security.  However,  I  believe  that  Congress  has  failed  to 
enact  a  farm  program  that  recognizes  the  need  to  sustain  a  stable  source  of  food 

5  Ibid. 

^  The  Kiplinger  Agriculture  Letter,  April  16,  1993. 

'  Farm  fr  Food  Facts. 

*  Ibid. 

'    Figures   for   the   top  45   food   processing  companies,   listed   in  Forbes    annual    report    on 

1249  top  U.S.  corporations.  Forbes,  January  4,  1993.  pp.  156-158. 

'"  Calculated  from  figures  in  Farm  &  Food  Facts 
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with  adequate  reserves.  The  American  people  are  paying  for  it  but  they  aren't 
getting  it!  The  stability  of  America's  food  source  wavers  with  the  demise  of  the 
family  farm  system  of  agricultiare. 

We  have  learned,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Federal  budget  drives  the  process  of 
setting  U.S.  farm  policy.  Right  now.  Congress  and  the  Administration  are  debating 
policy  changes  to  cut  budget  outlays.  Changes  like  increasing  "triple-base"  and  flex 
acreage  or  the  marketing  loan  set  in  motion  by  the  "snap-back  provision"  in  the 
1990  Farm  Bill  will  lower  farm  prices,  cut  farm  income  even  further  and  increase 
the  pressure  to  produce  more  from  each  acre.  In  the  long  run,  these  changes  will 
increase  government  outlays,  or  cause  a  horrendous  exodus  from  farms  across  the 
country. 

We  need  to  deal  with  the  budget  head  on,  if  it  is  the  driving  force  for  changes  in 
farm  policy.  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  outlays  have  ballooned  in  the  last 
twelve  years,  while  Congress  cut  CCC  loan  rates  and  weakened  supply 
management  provisions  in  the  farm  program.  We  will  never  be  able  to  reduce 
USDA  budget  outlays  and  preserve  farm  income  until  we  raise  non-recourse  loan 
rates  and  institute  effective,  bushel-based  supply  management. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  family  farm  system  of  agriculture,  the  program  must 
support  farm  income  through  non-recourse  loans,  minimize  government  costs, 
provide  for  conservation  of  our  soil,  water,  and  other  agricultural  and 
environmental  resources,  and  effectively  sustain  a  stable  source  of  food  in  order  to 
ensure  a  safe,  adequate,  and  secure  food  supply.  Tho§e  should  be  the  practical  goals 
and  the  purpose  of  the  farm  plans  we  develop,  the  paperwork  we  fill  out,  and  the 
regulations  our  local  USDA  employees  must  enforce.  Even  the  current  program 
goals  speak  to  these  attributes,  but  in  practice  the  possibility  of  fulfillment  could 
and  should  be  achieved  in  more  effective  ways. 

The  best,  most  economically  and  environmentally  sound  farm  program  would  be 
to  establish  a  bushel,  pound  or  ton  quota  to  be  marketed,  rather  than  dictate  how 
many  acres  a  farmer  could  plant.  Under  a  marketing  quota  plan  (much  like  the 
peanut  farmers  have  come  to  appreciate),  we  could  farm  our  land  less  intensively, 
and  build  an  adequate  farmer-owned  reserve,  stored  at  our  own  expense,  to  be 
marketed  in  years  of  disaster.  This  would  effectively  reduce  the  need  for  Federal 
Crop  Insurance.  A  bushel-based  supply  management  system  would  allow  us  to  do 
the  right  things  for  the  right  reasons.  Under  such  a  program,  there  is  a  built-in 
incentive  to  minimize  the  inputs  necessary  to  produce  what  America  and  the 
world  market  needs. 
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However,  bushel-based  supply  management  cannot  stand  alone.  It  must  be 
coupled  with  farm  policy  changes  that  convert  American  agriculture  to  a  system 
that  produces  to  meet  a  demand,  at  a  price  that  would  reflect  a  profit,  supported  by 
a  non-recourse  loan. 

While  some  would  criticize  this  approach  as  too  restrictive,  it  would  be  no  more 
regulated,  directed,  acreage  calculated,  flex-acrec^  certified,  or  spot  checked  than 
the  program  we  operate  under  and  ASCS  personnel  administer  right  now! 

If  anyone  feels  threatened  that  we  would  lose  our  export  market,  just  remember 
that  the  Export  Enhancement  Program  in  recent  years  cost  us  $1.08  per  bushel  to 
dispose  of  the  product.  How  many  of  those  bushels  do  we  want  to  continue  to 
produce? 

I  believe  it  is  long  overdue  that  a  thorough  investigation  take  place  into  the 
questionable  practices  allowed  in  the  disposition  of  "surplus"  grain  at  taxpayers' 
expense  and  to  the  benefit  of  the  multi-national  grain  industry. 

Agricultural  producers  are  asked  to  admire  and  even  thank,  the  handful  of  grain 
companies  which  share  a  monopoly  on  the  international  grain  trade,  the  five  beef 
packing  companies  which  now  slaughter  93%  of  all  U.S.  fed  cattle,  the  four 
multinational  corporations  which  gouge  consumers  for  84%  of  the  breakfast 
cereal  they  buy,  and  other  dominant  food  processing  companies  for  bringing 
"efficiency"  to  the  food  production  system/*'  There  are  fewer  profit  centers  and 
economies  of  scale,  we  are  told.  Instead,  it  looks  to  us  as  though  there  are  fewer 
profit  centers  because  there  are  too  few  buyers  to  ensure  fair  competition  for  our 
production.  Instead  of  economies  of  scale,  we  see  multinational  thumbs  on  the 
scale. 

USDA  employees  in  Washington,  and  members  of  Congress,  have  to  understand 
that  being  /flrmer-friendly  is  not  the  same  as  being  Cflrgi//-friendly  or 
ConAgra-iriendly.  Agriculture  is  not  one  united  industry.  It's  made  up  of  buyers 
and  sellers,  labor  and  management.  Policies  which  help  one  segment  ol 
agriculture  do  not  necessarily  help  the  other  You  wouldn't  ask  General  Motors  to 
represent  the  opinions  of  the  United  Auto  Workers.  You  wouldn't  go  to  the 
Bituminous  Coal  Operators  Association  for  the  views  of  the  Mine  Workers.  It's 

'^  Farm    to    Market    Review,    Western    Organization    of    Resource    Councils,    Billings, 
Montana,  Winter,  1993,  p.  8,  p.  12. 


296 


Testimony  of  Helen  Waller 

House  Agriculture  Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 

Friday,  April  23,   1993 

Page  7 

time  farmers  demanded  that  you  in  Congress  and  the  USDA  stop  taking  Cargill's 
word  for  what's  good  for  farmers. 

If  the  new  Administration  and  Congress  are  serious  about  ensuring  a  farmer- 
friendly  USDA  ,several  other  improvements  should  be  made. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  should  recommit  to  its  original  purpose,  to 
help  struggling  and  beginning  farmers  with  direct  loans,  instead  of  guaranteed 
loans. 

The  Packers  &  Stockyards  Admiiustration  should  rediscover  its  charter,  to  protect 
livestock  producers  from  monopolization  in  the  meat  processing  industry.  Today, 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  can't  even  tell  us  how  concentrated 
the  regional  markets  in  which  we  sell  livestock  are.  The  agency  has  no  plans  to  do 
anything  in  response  to  concentration  of  economic  power  in  meatpacking.  The 
Packers  &  Stockyards  Act  was  passed  because  Congress  and  the  American  people 
demanded  reform  of  the  packing  industry,  which  was  abusing  producers, 
workers,  and  consumers  alike.  Today,  the  Big  Three  packers  have  a  tighter  grip  on 
livestock  and  meat  markets  than  the  Meat  Trust  of  the  early  1900's.  Yet  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration  officials  tell  us  that  enforcing  the  antitrust  provisions 
of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  is  not  in  their  job  description.  Justice 
Department  officials  say  if  s  not  their  job,  either. 

The  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  should  let  federal  meat  safety  inspectors  do 
their  jobs  in  meatpacking  plants  to  make  the  USDA  seal  of  approval  mean 
something  to  consumers  once  again.  Give  them  assurance  that  they  won't  be 
badgered,  or  fired,  for  trying  to  do  their  jobs,  and  listen  to  their  recommendations 
for  increasing  the  safety  of  our  meat. 

USDA  must  commit  to  policies  that  put  farmers  back  on  the  land,  and  allow  young 
people  to  get  into  farming.  For  too  long,  Washington  has  told  us  that  it  is  good — 
or,  at  any  rate,  inevitable — that  we  have  fewer  farmers  every  year,  farming  more 
intensively,   for  less   money.   We've  been   told   that  an   intensive,   centralized, 
concentrated  food  production  system  is  more  efficient,  so  its  better.  That's  wrong, 
and  its  not  inevitable. 


We  have  glorified  a  food  production  system  that  distances  ownership  from 
production  and  farm  from  mouth,  more  and  more  every  year.  In  the  name  of  this 
kind  of  efficiency  we  end  up  spraying  chemicals  which  consumers  fear  on  store- 
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bought  tomatoes  nobody  likes  to  eat!  Milk  production  will  increase  by  using 
Bovine  Growth  Hormone,  which  consumers  don't  want,  to  produce  more  milk 
than  they  can  buy. 

Where  is  all  of  this  leading  us?  We  need  to  pause,  and  observe  the  direction  we  are 
heading.  Is  this  the  kind  of  America  we  want  to  leave  our  children  and 
grandchildren?  I  think  not. 

Very  little  of  what  I  have  said  here  today  is  new— I've  said  it  before,  in  Washington, 
D.C.  during  the  1990  farm  bill  debate,  at  field  hearings  and  in  meetings  with  my 
Congressmen  and  Senators.  My  suggestions  for  a  new  direction  in  production 
agriculture  have  not  been  taken  seriously,  and  when  the  last  farm  bill  took  shape 
in  Washington,  giving  us  more  of  the  same  failed  programs,  I  realized  that  the 
effort  I  made  to  be  a  part  of  the  process  was  in  vain. 

I  am  here  today  only  because  a  new  Administration  has  emphatically  and 
consistently  promised  change.  I  urge  you  to  consider  what  is  at  stake.  I  believe  this 
nation  will  someday  understand  that  our  food  supply  is  not  guaranteed.  How  we 
care  for  the  land,  our  natural  and  human  resources  will  determine  the  health  and 
prosperity  of  not  only  our  people,  but  those  arovmd  the  world  who  depend  on  us 
This  is  an  economic,  envirorunental  and  social  issue — all  rolled  into  one.  There 
must  be  balanced  prosperity,  fairly  distributed  among  our  people. 

Equal  prosperity  for  farmers  is  not  unheard  of  in  some  parts  of  the  world!  I 
questioned  a  man  from  Zimbabwe,  who  indicated  that  his  government  willingly 
established  a  system  that  gave  the  cost  of  production,  plus  a  reasonable  return  for 
their  farmers.  I  related  to  him  that  American  farmers  did  not  have  that  much 
clout  with  our  government.  "How  does  it  come  that  you  are  able  to  do  this?"  I 
asked.  His  quick  response  was,  "My  government  has  learned  that  it  is  hard  to 
govern  hungry  people." 

We  need  to  take  a  lesson  from  him. 

(Attachment  follows:) 
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FAX  (406)  2521092 

A  List  for  USDA:  Just  Do  It! 

Nine  things  a  farmer-friendly  USDA  could  do  to  deliver  services  more  effectively,  if 
USDA  would  'just  do  it': 

•  Propose  a  farm  program  based  on  higher  non-recourse  loan  rates  and 
comprehensive,  bushel-based  supply  management  to  reduce  program  costs. 

•  Raise  non-recourse  loan  rates  as  much  as  allowed  to  Secretarial  discretion. 

•  Use  discretionary  authority,  and  do  not  Implement  a  marketing  loan  for  wheat  and 
feed  grains;  or,  seek  Congressional  approval  for  changes  to  make  it  unnecessary. 

•  Thoroughly  investigate  the  assumptions  and  results  of  U.S.  commodity  export 
policy,  looking  at  its  true,  total  costs  to  taxpayers,  its  effect  on  U.S.  and  world 
conunodity  and  food  prices,  and  its  beneficiaries. 

•  Establish  an  independent  appeals  review  process  for  farmers  faced  with  adverse 
decisions  by  FmHA,  ASCS,  SCS,  or  other  USDA  agencies. 

•  Recommit  the  resources  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  to  that  agency's 
original  purpose,  to  help  struggling  and  beginning  farmers  with  direct  loans, 
instead  of  guaranteed  loans. 

•  Rediscover  the  charter  of  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Administration,  to  protect 
livestock   producers   from   monopolization  in  the  meat  processing  industry.  P&SA 
must  begin  by  defining  the  regional  markets  in  which  livestock  are  sold, 
monitoring  market  concentration  on  a  regional  basis,  and  adopting  plans  to 
respond  to  concentration  of  economic  power  in  meatpacking. 

•  Let  federal  meat  safely  inspectors  do  their  jobs  in  meatpacking  plants  to  make  the 
USDA  seal  of  approval  mean  something  to  consumers  once  again.  Give  them 
assurance  that  they  won't  be  badgered,  or  fired,  for  trying  to  do  their  jobs,  and 
listen  to  their  recommendations  for  increasing  the  safety  of  our  meat. 

•  Commit  to  policies  that  put  farmers  back  on  the  land,  and  allow  young  people  to  get 
into   farming. 
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Good  Morning,  my  name  is  Denise  O'Brien.  I  am  a  aairy  farmer  and 
fruit  grower  from  right  here  in  the  soggy,  saturated  state  of  Iowa  I  am 
the  Vice  President  of  THe  National  Family  Farm  Coaltion  and  the  lowa 
Farm  Unity  Coaltion.  I  farm  187  acres  with  my  husband,  Larry  Hams  and 
our  three  children.  We  milk  30  head  of  Holstein  cows  that  are  rotationally 
grazed  on  80  acres  of  pasture,  raise  aporoximately  90  acres  of  hay  and 
small  grains  and  produce  apples,  strawberries,  raspberries  and  asparagus 
on  10  acres  The  farm  we  are  farming  belongs  to  my  husband's  mother  and 
father  and  has  been  farmed  by  us  for  17- years  using  organic  and 
sustainable  practices. 

During  the  IQSO's  we  barely  survived  because  of  a  combination  of 
heavy  debt  load  and  natural  disasters  We  are  now  trying  to  maintain  the 
farm  through  the  90's  and  beyond,  but  find  it  a  very  difficult  task  indeed 
I  look  back  at  the  last  17  years  and  find  it  somewhat  remarkable  that  we 
have  survived  with  our  selves  and  our  family  in  tact  We  have  been  good 
stewards  of  the  land  and  have  made  many  sacrifices  to  raise  our  three 
children  together.  We  now  question  whether  or  not  we  want  to  continue  to 
fight  a  battle  that  many  people  have  walked  away  from  That  battle  is  the 
survival  of  the  small  and  medium  sized  family  farm  as  a  viable  economic 
unit  in  the  rural  economy. 

The  main  point  of  my  testimony  has  to  do  with  how  the  Fielc 
Services  arm  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  can  be  more 
accountable  and  helpful  to  me  as  a  farmer  Based  on  my  17  years  of 
farming  I  have  become  somewhat  familiar  with  the  workings  of  the  ASCS. 
SC5  and  FmHA.  What  I  have  experienced  and  witnessed  has  not  always 
been  positive  and  in  my  best  interest  What  I  have  experienced  has  been  a 
definite  attitude  that  suggested  I  was  not  qualified  to  be  a  farmer  and 
that  it  would  be  in  my  best  Interest  to  leave  farming.  I  have  never 
experienced  the  attitude  that  the  Fiela  Services  were  there  to  serve  mv 
needs. 

In  the  mid  1980's  when  my  husoana  ana  I  went  to  FmHA  for  financing 
we  were  never  advised  what  the  expectations  of  FmHA  were  nor  what  was 
required  of  us  as  producers  of  genera'  commodities  and  milk  When  we 
would  visit  the  office  for  our  year  end  -'nancial  analysis  we  were  never 
involved  in  what  i  refer  to  as  that  "rnao-'-j  '  n.jmbers  crunching  game  we 
would  submit  our  Farm  and  Home  Plan  a'1  'ne  person  behind  th  desk  would 
punch  numbers  on  the  calculator  ano  vv.'.  .:    •■■■me  up  with"  the  answer  t^: 
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our  financial  situation  I  don't  ever  renriemDer  being  asked  or  shown  now 
the  numbers  and  figures  worked  or  if  they  were  satisfactory  and 
achievable. 

It  was  very  difficult  to  ask  questions  when  we  did  not  know  how  the 
system  worked  The  general  attitude  was  we  are  doing  this  for  you"  and 
you  don't  need  to  know  every  detail  on  how  things  work  it  wasn  t  until 
farming  started  getting  difficult  that  we  began  learning  about  how  FmHA 
worked.  ,it  wasn  t  from  FmHA  that  we  learned,  it  was  from  farm  advocates 
who  learned  the  system  and  shared  their  knowledge  Ixealize  that  I  am  at 
risk  stating  that  as  farmers  we  didn't  understand,  but  you  must  know  that 
borrowing  money  from  a  governmental  agency  is  totally  different  than  a 
private  lender 

The  private  lender  has  a  vested  interest  in  the  success  of  the 
borrower,  in  my  experience  the  FmHA  supervisor  is  interested  in 
"processing  the  case"  and  keeping  the  office  delinquency  r^te  down  The 
problem  I  have  noticed  is  that  very  often  this  is  done  with  sonne 
accounting  device  such  as  restructuring,  reamortizing,  etc  rather  than 
making  an  effort  to  enhance  the  profitability  of  the  producer.  Enhancing 
the  debt  repayment  ability  of  it's  fa^er  borrowers  should  be  an 
institutional  goal  of  U  5. DA  We  were  given  no  educational  opportunity  to 
comprehend  the  differences  I  also  state  this  particular  situation  because 
I  have  worked  and  organized  with  hundreds  of  farmers  who  have  saio  the 
same  thing.  Our  case  unfortunately  is  not  an  isolated  incidence 

In  1987  our  farm  debt  was  restructured  to  be  paid  off  over  a  longer 
period  of  time  We  appreciated  FmHA  working  to  make  it  easier  for  us  to 
repay  our  debt,  but  again  we  really  never  understood  how  it  happened  we 
were  never  properly  trained  or  educated  to  understand  the  various  options 
that  were  available  during  that  restructuring  time.  What  we  did  learn 
about  financing  options  was  taught  to  us  by  advocates  who  cared  about 
farmers  staying  in  farming  FmHA  still  remained  our  adversary  not  our 
advocate. 

From  my  understanding  of  historv,  FmHA  was  an  agency  that  was  put 
in  place  to  help  limited  resource  farme-'s  ootain  credit,  the  lender  of  last 
resort"  Unfortunately,  during  the  19dl'S  FptiHA  became  a  dumping  ground 
of  private  lenders  getting  rid  of  risky  clients  Those  of  us  transferred  to 
FmHA  never  had  any  indication  fronri  rre  agency  that  they  were  tnere  to 
help  us.  Tine  relationship  was  almost  .s'vv.-jys  adversarial. 

The  purpose  of  the  Field  Servic-'r  ■■  •'  J  5  D  A,  should  be  to  serve  tne 
farmers'  needs  and  to  administer  proa-arrrE  p.issed  by  Congress.  I  do  no' 
believe  there  has  ever  been  a  law  pa^  =  -i  "rr  specif  ically  mandated  tnor.e 
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agencies  to  remove  farmers  from  farming,  yet  tnat  has  oeen  prevelant 
throughout  the  last  50  years  i  have  seen  a  cartoon  where  a  USD  A. 
bureaucrat  is  sitting  at  his  desk  with  tears  runniing  down  his  cneeks 
When  asked  what  the  problem  was  he  stated  that  "his  farmer  just  died"  It 
is  my  belief  that  there  should  be  an  effort  to  repoouiate  the  rural  areas 
with  farmers  so  this  bureaucrat  can  remain  employed 

I  would  now  like  to  share  with  you  my  vision  of  what  agriculture 
should  look  like  and  how  the  Field  Services  could  best  serve  farmers 
needs  In  my  area  of  the  state,  as  well  as  most  of  lowa,  agriculture  has 
played  a  significant  role  in  making  this  state  prosperous  lowas  basic 
resource  >s  the  land,  the  soil  from  which  farmers  create  food.  Agriculture 
has  helped  finance  our  outstanding  educational  system  Agriculture  has 
created  hard  working  individuals  willing  to  go  beyond  what's  necessary  to 
achieve  success  When  you  have  a  system  that  is  land  based  it  seems 
logical  to  invest  in  the  land.  Yet,  in  order  to  invest,  there  must  be  profit 
In  agriculture  there  has  been  very  little  if  any  profit  for  a  long  time. 

When  there  is  profit  in  business  that  usually  means  money  is  spent 
on  goods  and  services  In  the  past,  so  long  ago  few  of  us  remember,  there 
was  profit  in  agriculture  There  was  a  time  when  farmers  could  suooort 
their  local  churches,  schools  and  retail  businesses.  There  was  a  time  that 
many  small  towns  had  more  than  one  implement  dealer  from  which  to  ouv 
a  new  tractor  or  piece  of  equipment  There  has  not  been  profit  in 
agriculture  for  a  long  time  and  consequently  our  rural  communities  are 
struggling  to  exist. 

The  Field  Services  of  the  USD  A  need  to  work  for  the  farmer  by 
providing  resources  to  keep  them  on  the  land  Those  resources  can  be 
technical  assistance  on  how  to  farm  sustainabiy  with  the  future  in  mind 
and  can  be  educational  on  how  financing  can  be  successfully  used  to  create 
profit. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  there  should  be  a  Homestead  Act  that  will 
put  one  million  farmers  on  the  land  by  the  end  of  the  century  There 
should  be  an  investment  in  rural  America  to  reoccupy  our  empty 
farmsteads  with  families  who  will  use  the  goods  and  services  of  the  rur.-ji 
communities  There  should  be  commitment  to  making  agriculture 
profitable  for  small  and  medium  sized  farms  through  the  market  place  not 
through  government  programs  Farmers  should  farm  the  land  not  the 
government.  But  government  must  play  a  role  in  achieving  rurai 
prosperity 

Government  can.  play  a  role  tnrougn  the  ASC5,  SC5  and  FmhA  o-/ 
assistinq  farmers  in  a  new  future  for  aonculture       A  future  in  wniot- 
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agriculture  will  become  more  environrrientally  friendly  and  will  share  a 
role  in  sustaining  a  prosperous  rural  America. 

My  vision  of  how  FmHA  could  work  for  me  is  that  my  county 
supervisor  and  I  would  become  "partners"  so  that  we  03f\h  together  how  to 
stay  Oh  the  land  FmHA  staff  could  learn  from  my  husband  and  I  what  type 
of  farming  practices  we  are  using  and  what  resources  are  needed  to 
achieve  productivity  and  sustainability.  FmHA  could  network  with  A5C5 
and  SC5  to  help  us  figure  out  what  is  best  for  our  land  and  find  the 
techncial  assistance  to  consult  on  biological  weed  and  pest  control  The 
key  words  here  are  partners,  learning  together  and  network  Those 
concepts,  along  with  profitability,  would  make  it  possible  to  'graduate' 
from  governmental  lenders  into  private  sector  lending. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  state  that  my  concern  for  agriculture 
besides  the  diminishing  numbers  of  farmers  and  their  families  is  the 
extensive  dependence  on  harmful  chemicals  for  fertility. and  pest  and 
weed  control.  Along  with  the  resurgence  of  farmers  on  the  land  I  would 
like  to  see  an  emphasis  on  sustainable  farming  practices  to  maintain  and 
protect  our  precious  resource  -  the  soil.  There  has  been  a  limited  attempt 
to  fund  sustainable  agriculture,  but  the  effort  has  not  been  enough  to  make 
a  major  impact.  It  is  important  that  farmers  themselves  help  create  and 
carry  out  programs  that  effect  their  productivity  and  profitablity 
Farmers,  not  agribusiness,  need  to  be  included  along  with  politicians, 
bureaucrats,  environmentalists  and  consumers  in  the  formation  of 
policies  that  will  mutually  benefit  all  of  society. 
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"ellsbugg,  ■'■a. 
^pril  27,1993 

Jin  Nussle  J.S.  Representative  ^^'  ^^  Ijy 

2nd.  i'istrict,  "'•ovfa 
3356  Kimball  Ave. 
Waterloo,  la.  50702 

Congressman  Jim  Nussle, 

I  recieved  your  letter  of  April  19,1993  stating  that  you 
would  like  some  comments  on  ho\i   USDA  reorganization  can  be 
made  more  cost-effective  and  farmer  friendly. 

It  might  be  more  cost-effective  if  some  of  the  USDA  offices 
were  merged  and  operated  out  of  our  colleges.  The  County  Extentsion 
Service,  the  (ASC3)  Agricultvire  Department  Of  Agriculturial 
Stabelization  and  the  Soil  emd  Water  Consevation  Services  could 
an  be  under  one  Agriculture  Department.  The  four  year  colleges 
would  do  the  reach  and  put  out  the  educational  materials.  The 
farmers  would  have  input  through  attending  classes  on  atll  farm 
related  programs. 

Another  cost  that  could  be  taken  out  of  the  USDA  , would 
be  to  put  the  Food  Stamp  Program  into  the  other  Welfare  Programs. 

Our  local  Banks  and  tending  •fences  should  be  able  to 
handel  the  farmers  needs,  when  money  is  needed  for  agricultureal 
purposes. 

-i-'hese  are  my  comments  sitting  were  I  am  ;  they  may  not  be 
the  best  v/ays  for  the  majority  of  farmers. 

-   Sincerely, 

EE1  Box  31 

Wellsb\xrg,  la.  50660 
515-869-5198 
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April    23,    1993 
RR    2    Box    61 

Linton,    lA    52349 

I 
I 


Dear    Mr.     Nussle, 


In  response  to  your  letter  on  USTTft — reorganization, 
there  are  a  few  concerns  we  have  had  for  some  time  now. 

Please  get  the  food  stamp  program  out  of  USDA  and 
into  HEW,  where  it  belongs.   It  shouldn'^t  be  thought  of  as 
a  farm  program ....  It ' s  welfare.   It  should  show  up  under 
HEW  budget  along  with  other  welfare  programs. 

School  lunches  also  seem  inappropriate  to  be  under 
USDA's  programs.   I  realize  some  surplus  commodities  are 
distributed  through  this  program,  but  it  too  seems  like 
more  of  a  program  that  should  be  under  HEW.   Make  USDA 
strictly  an  agriculture  agency  to  promote  and  nuture  our 
nations  agriculture  industry. 

Something  else  that  has  been  a  concern  is  that  our 
local  ASCS  office  recently  had  a  new  building  built  to 
suit  them.   It  has  less  sqaare  footage  than  where  they 
were,  and  we've  been  told  it  rents  for  much  more  than 
what  they  were  payings   It  doesn't  make  sense  in  times 
of  budget  concerns  to  see  government  agencies  spend 
money  like  they've  got  it.   I  also  understand  that  several 
surrounding  counties  ASCS  offices  have  done  the  same  thing. 

Keep  up  your  fight  to  get  government  spending  under 
control.   We  appreciate  your  efforts. 


:erel 


Jim  6  Paula  Happel 


310 

Statement  from  the 
AFGE  Local  3354 

to  the 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Agriculture  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations 

and  Nutrition 

The  Honorable  Charies  Stenhotan,  Chairman 


Contact: 

Steven  M.  Hollis 

American  Federation  of  Government  Employees 

Local  3354,  AFL-CIO 

P.  O.  Box  366 

SL  Louis,  Mo.  63166 

(314)  241-6652 
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Introduction 

My  name  is  Steve  Hollis.  I  have  worked  as  a  Computer  Specialist  in  the  Fanners 
Home  Administration-St.  Louis  Finance  Office  and  Service  Center  since  1982.  For  the 
past  three  years,  I  have  been  a  member  of  a  team  of  systems  analysts  who  have  been 
responsible  for  researching,  recommending,  acquiring,  and  implementing  new 
methodologies  and  technologies  to  improve  the  way  FmHA  plans,  develops,  or  ac- 
quires, information  systems.  Our  team  has  now  been  assigned  to  work  with  the  USDA 
Lifo  Share  project  to  develop  a  common  approach  to  information  systems  among  the 
FmHA,  RDA,  ASCS,  SCS,  FCIC,  and  Extension  Service. 

For  ten  years,  I  also  served  as  President  of  AFGE  Local  3354.  As  "a  good  organizer 
should",  I  have  now  helped  bring  forward  a  team  of  new  Local  Union  leaders.  I  now 
serve  as  Legislative  and  Political  Action  Director  for  our  local. 

The  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  (AFGE),  AFL-CIO,  is  the 
largest  federal  sector  union,  representing  over  700,000  federal  workers  in  the  civilian 
agencies  of  the  federal  government.  AFGE  Local  3354  is  the  largest  Local  Union  within 
the  Fanners  Home  Administration,  USDA,  representing  over  700  of  the  850  employees 
of  the  FmHA-St.  Louis  Office.  As  government  workers  and  taxpayers,  we  are  con- 
cerned, not  only  about  our  own  job  security,  income  security,  and  working  conditions, 
but  also  about  the  policy  directions  taken  by  our  agencies.  AFGE  Local  3354  has  been 
active  in  networldng  with  USDA  and  FmHA  field  office  employees,  the  North 
American  Farm  Alliance,  the  Rural  Coalition,  the  National  Rural  Housing  Coalition, 
the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition,  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land 
Assistance  Fimd,  and  other  farm  and  rural  advocates  and  organizations. 

This  statement  will  focus  on  two  in^>ortant  areas  of  concern  which  we  share  with  a 
great  many  front  line  USDA  workers  and  clients  -  USDA  reorganization,  and  Guaran- 
teed Loans  "vs."  Direct  Loans.  In  a  third  section,  we  will  also  briefly  conmient  on  other 
important  issues  regarding  FY  1994  impropriations. 
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USDA  Reorganization,  with  a  focus  on  FmHA 

Background 

In  1931,  during  the  Depression  and  on  the  eve  of  the  New  Deal,  America  was 
introduced  to  rural  poverty  through  the  fictional  character  of  Jeeter  Lester,  on  "Tobac- 
co Road".  In  contrast  to  the  hopeless  despair  of  Jeeter  Lester,  when  the  Joad  family, 
in  "Grapes  of  Wrath",  found  theu"  way  to  Weedpatch  Camp,  they  saw  hard  visible  proof 
that  theu-  government  really  cared  about  them  and  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people 
like  them. 

Weedpatch  Camp  fictionally  represented  the  Resettlement  Administration  and  the 
Farm  Security  Administration,  predecessors  to  FmHA,  which  was  launched  by  Con- 
gress in  1947.  In  1961,  FmHA  programs  were  again  expanded  by  Congress  as  part  of 
the  "war  on  poverty".  Historically,  FmHA  has  played  a  proud  and  unportant  role  in 
mobilizing  government  resources  to  challenge  rural  poverty.  Our  field  office  structure 
historically  meant  personal  and  effective  deUvery  of  rural  farm  and  housing  programs. 

During  the  1980s,  however,  the  Reagan-Bush  administration  worked  overtime  to 
dismantle  FmHA  and  its  programs,  to  transform  USDA  from  its  focus  on  family  farmers 
and  rural  poverty  to  focus  on  providing  research  services  and  export  subsidies  to 
agribusiness  corporations.  In  1984,  the  "President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost 
Control"  made  the  following  recommendations  for  FmHA:  promote  graduation  and 
improve  loan  quahty;  move  to  guaranteed  loans;  transfer  FmHA  housing  function  to 
HUD;  close  and  consolidate  field  offices.  It  is  most  unfortimate  that,  m  the  rush  to 
develop  a  comprehensive  economic  package,  the  new  Administration  has  adopted 
some  of  these  general  "assumptions",  which  were  put  in  place  during  the  Reagan  years 
to  accompUsh  pohtical  and  ideological  goals  with  which  we  believe  the  new  administra- 
tion disagrees. 

FmHA  employees,  borrowers,  and  supporters  fought  back.  In  1985,  the  Senate 
Budget  Conmiittee  voted  to  aboUsh  FmHA  housing  programs  and  transfer  them  to 
HUD.  AFGE  mobilized  FmHA  workers  and  friends,  and  we  successfully  convinced 
Congress  to  overturn  this  Administration  initiative.  We  helped  get  the  Agricultural 
Credit  Act  of  1987  passed,  enabUng  the  government  to  minimize  its  losses  and  maximize 
recovery  of  delinquent  farm  loans,  and  providing  a  better  chance  for  small  farmers  to 
stay  on  the  land. 

The  Reagan-Bush  Administration  then  turned  to  various  initiatives  to  dismantle 
FmHA  from  wdthin.  Through  the  Administrator's  "Strategic  Plan",  FmHA  workers  are 
being  forced  to  perform  our  work  in  such  a  way  as  to  eliminate  low  and  moderate 
income  rural  people  from  FmHA  programs  and  to  discourage  their  requests  for 
assistance.  When  combined  with  dramatically  reduced  appropriations  levels  for  direct 
loan  programs,  this  has  led  to  a  reduced  "case  load"  which  has,  in  turn,  been  used  as 
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the  criteria  for  closing  offices.  Office  closings  have  made  it  impossible  for  low  income 
people  served  to  transfer  their  applications  to  the  remaining  offices.  They  are  being 
lost  from  the  system. 

The  approximately  1 10,000  employees  of  the  USDA  not  only  serve  farmers,  but  also 
rural  housing  needs,  food  safety  and  assistance  programs,  environmental  concerns,  and 
many  others.  We,  the  workers  who  are  on  the  front  lines  of  service  dehvery  are 
ESSENTIAL  to  the  success  of  these  many,  varied  programs.  We  are  also  COM- 
MITTED TO  IMPROVING  the  quality  and  efficiency  of  our  service  dehvery.  The 
waste,  abuse,  and  corruption  which  does  exist  in  USDA  comes  primarily  from  the  very 
purposeful  mismanagement  which  has  been  installed  dining  the  Reagan-Bush  years  to 
dismantle  and  privatize  our  programs  and  services. 

As  a  worker  from  our  FmHA  office  in  St.  Louis  states  in  her  letter  (Attachment  1): 

"One  of  the  reasons  I  like  working  for  FmHA  is  because  it  gives  me  satisfaction  to 
help  people.  I  know  that  some  of  our  programs  are  abused  and  others  are  ad- 
ministered badly,  but  that  can  be  fixed  if  someone  has  the  will  to  do  it. " 

A  County  Supervisor  from  Wisconsin,  who  has  worked  for  FmHA  for  nearly  27 
years,  put  it  like  this  (Attachment  2): 

"While  it  is  difficult  to  express  all  my  concerns,  I  would  like  to  add  the  following 
before  closing: 

"  (1)  FmHA  employees  are  not  opposed  to  change,  and  are  willing  to  adapt  to  it. 

"  (2)  Strict  line  by  line  management  from  the  top  is  not  an  effective  way  to  serve  the 
public,  it  is  an  effective  way  to  shut  down  programs,  (and)  lower  morale. " 

In  the  FY  1993  budget  and  appropriations  for  USDA,  the  Bush  administration 
proposed  to  cut  FmHA  staffing  (FTEs)  by  600  positions,  in  addition  to  the  925  positions 
transferred  from  FmHA  to  the  new,  unnecessary,  and  wasteful  Rural  Development 
Administration  (RDA).  The  Congressional  appropriations  committees  rejected  these 
additional  staff  cuts  and  restored  the  600  FTEs.  However,  Congress  did  reduce  the 
appropriation  level  for  "Salaries  and  Expenses"  by  about  9%.  It  is  our  understanding 
this  was  spedficaUy  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  FmHA's  prociorement  of  computer 
systems  and  services.  Because  the  restriction  on  contracting  for  computer  hardware 
and  services  was  not  specifically  written  into  the  legislation.  Congressional  intent  was 
not  followed  and  the  previous  administration  continued  to  cut  FTEs,  close  and  con- 
soUdate  field  offices,  even  after  the  November  election.  The  agency  has  also  continued 
to  spend  money,  wastefully,  in  unnecessary  and  poorly  managed  contracting  out  actions. 
It  is  our  behef  and  hope  that  those  actions,  at  least,  have  been  satisfactorily  stopped,  or 
slowed  down,  by  Secretary  Espy's  freeze  orders  and  the  new  administration's  stated 
intent  to  closely  review  all  government  contracting  out  programs. 
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Streamlining  the  Loan  Application  and  Servicing  Process 

Congressional  leaders  are  looking  for  ways  to  streamline  the  processing  of  FmHA 
borrower's  requests  for  assistance,  including  reduction  of  paperwork  and  improved 
communication  and  information  sharing.  I  have  also  been  told  that  Secretary  Espy  is 
very  concerned  about  this  issue,  and  that  his  support,  as  Congressman,  for  creation  of 
the  RDA  resulted  from  his  frustration  with  FmHA  offices  telling  constituents  they 
"didn't  have  time"  to  process  rural  housing  applications  because  they  were  "too  busy 
with  farmer  programs".  As  I  stated  in  a  recent  letter  to  Acting  Administrator  Sharron 
Longino,  my  experience  suggests  that,  in  most  cases,  the  local  FmHA  official  who  said 
that  was  probably  just  making  an  excuse  —  the  real  problems  were  coming  from  the 
top  down. 

The  Loan  Making  and  Loan  Servicing  processes  of  the  FmHA  can  be  streamlined 
quite  effectively  if  the  Congress  and  the  new  Administration  make  a  basic  poUcy 
decision  that  the  agency  is  not  primarily  a  bank  or  a  collection  agency.  It  is  an  anti- 
poverty  Agency  which  provides  individualized  subsidies  and  assistance  in  support  of 
rural  economic  development  fi^om  the  bottom  up.  The  purpose  of  the  agency  should 
be  to  provide  appropriate  assistance  in  a  timely  manner,  primarily  through  direct  loans 
and  grants.  That  was  NOT  the  purpose  of  the  agency  in  the  eyes  of  the  previous 
administration,  and  that  is  the  primary  reason  loan  making  and  loan  servicing  became 
such  a  problem  for  our  clients  during  the  1980s. 

"     The  FmHA  Strategic  Business  Plan 

The  FmHA  Strategic  Business  Plan,  developed  during  FY  1990,  1991,  and  1992, 
under  the  direction  of  Roland  R.  Vautoiu,  the  former  Under  Secretary  for  Small 
Community  and  Rural  Development,  and  La  Verne  Ausman,  the  former  Administrator 
of  FmHA,  provides  a  clear  summary  of  the  previous  administration's  policies.  Many  of 
the  objectives  contained  in  this  plan  have  already  been  implemented  in  the  form  of 
office  closings,  centralization  and  specialization  of  underwriting,  appraisals,  and  review 
functions  under  the  State  Offices,  and  performance  standards  imposed  on  State, 
District,  and  County  officials  and  employees.  The  result  has  been  to  add  another  layer 
of  bureaucracy,  removing  much  of  the  authority  from  the  county  level  personnel,  and 
this  is  a  lot  of  what  has  brought  the  loan  making  and  loan  servicing  process  to  a  virtual 
halt. 

This  Strategic  Business  Plan  is  also  currently  being  used  as  the  basis  for  a  multi-mil- 
lion dollar  project  to  develop  and  implement  an  Information  Systems  Plan  for  FmHA 
computer  systems.  The  policies  underlying  this  plan  are  disastrous  for  rural  Americans 
and  USDA  workers,  and  unless  they  are  stopped  now,  and  a  new  strategic  direction  is 
developed  by  the  new  administration,  USDA  reorganization  will  likely  fail  and  many 
tax  dollars  will  be  wasted. 
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"     Don't  Blame  The  Workers  For  Mismanagement 

Relations  with  employees  under  the  previous  administration  have  been  Orwellian 
to  an  extreme.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  propaganda  and  public  relations/marketing  of 
top  management's  "correct"  view  of  the  world  and  the  Agency's  mission.  However,  the 
primary  form  of  communication  to  employees  has  been  intimidation  and  control. 

Sometimes  the  intimidation  takes  a  direct  form,  as  in  performance  standards 
mandating  hard  and  fast  numerical  quotas  for  loan  making  and  loan  servicing.  Do  this, 
no  matter  what  the  circiimstances,  or  your  job  is  on  the  Une.  What  we  want  to  make 
clear  is  that  this  intimidation  and  control  of  the  workforce  has  been  used  to  destroy  the 
direct  loan  programs  in  a  maimer  that  was  thoroughly  planned  and  implemented 
through  executive  action,  bypassing  Congress  for  the  most  part. 

As  an  example,  for  several  years,  the  Administration  has  mandated  that  73  to  80% 
of  all  FP  loan  dollars  obligated  annually  will  be  guaranteed.  Because  of  this  perfor- 
mance standard,  combined  with  the  low  level  of  interest  by  the  private  sector  in  the 
FmHA  guaranteed  loan  programs.  State,  County,  and  District  personnel  have  been 
forced  to  use  "any  means  necessary"  to  deny  farmer  appUcations  for  direct  loans. 
Grassroots  fanner  advocates  have  consistently  won  appeals  of  these  denials,  but  by  the 
time  the  appeal  process  achieves  a  final  decision  overturning  the  denial  of  last  year's 
operating  loan,  it  is  already  time  to  apply  for  the  new  year's  operating  loan.  The  new 
application  is  again  denied,  and  the  cycle  is  repeated.  As  a  result,  even  the  much- 
reduced  authorization  levels  for  FP  direct  loans  have  not  been  100%  used,  and  many 
farmers  have  given  up  even  applying  for  such  loans.  These  results  of  this  conscious 
administration  policy  are  then  fed  back  to  Congress  as  justification  for  further  reducing 
the  appropriations  levels  for  direct  FP  lojins. 

RECOMMENDA  TION: 

Numerical  quotas  to  State,  District,  and  County  personnel  which  mandate  that,  no 
matter  what  conditions  are,  a  definite  percentage  of  loans  made  must  be  guaran- 
teed —  ora  definite  percentage  of  delinquent  loans  must  be  liquidated,  or  a  definite 
percentage  of  borrowers  must  be  graduated,  or  a  definite  percentage  of  inventory 
property  must  be  sold  no  matter  to  whom  or  on  what  terms  —  should  be  immedi- 
ately withdrawn  by  the  new  administration.  Let  the  budget  and  appropriations 
process  of  the  new  Congress  and  the  new  administration  establish  State,  District, 
and  County  loan-making  authorization  levels  for  various  programs,  as  appropriate. 
Then  urge  the  field  personnel  tofuUy  use  all  of  those  authorizations  to  make  suc- 
cessful loans,  taking  into  account  coruiitions  which  may  arise,  including  the  need  to 
reallocate  unused  funds  from  one  area  to  another  which  proves  to  have  a  greater 
need.  Use  performance  standards  to  encourage  field  office  employees  tofuUy  utilize 
loan  authorization  levels,  to  make  positive  loans  in  a  timely  manner,  and  to  take 
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corrective  action  with  employees  whose  adverse  decisions  are  constantly  overturned 
in  the  new  independent  appeals  process. 

A  second  form  of  intimidation  and  control  that  has  been  used  to  discredit  FmHA 
is  described  well  by  the  County  Supervisor  from  New  York  (Attachment  3): 

"It  seems  that  in  the  last  four  years  the  bureaucracy,  forms,  analysis,  reviews  and 
reports  have  quadrupled  It  would  almost  appear  that  the  idea  is  to  bog  us  down  so 
deeply  in  a  quagnure  of  paper  that  we  can  no  longer  accomplish  our  mission  of  as- 
sistance to  rural  America.  The  delinquency  rate  is  no  lower,  not  even  the  fu^t  year 
delinquency,  in  spite  of  all  those  'precautions'.  In  fact,  all  the  upper  management 
has  done  is  decrease  our  ability  to  make  loans  while  we  wade  through  a  steadily  in- 
creasing maze  of  forms  and  reports. " 

The  FmHA  Strategic  Business  Plan  states  that  streamlining  of  the  loan  making  and 
servicing  processes  "will  be  done  in  concert  with  the  objective  on  finalizing  the  basis 
for  restructuring  (USDA)."  Yet,  the  restructuring  that  has  already  been  done  by  the 
previous  administration  has  increased  the  complexity  of  such  things  as  forms,  work 
processes,  reports,  and  internal  control  systems  dramatically  during  the  past  four  years. 
To  make  a  simple  farm  operating  loan,  whether  $5,000  or  $100,000,  over  80  items  must 
be  documented  by  the  County  Office. 

Who  should  know  better,  and  be  asked,  how  to  streamline  our  processes  than  the 
customer?  As  a  farmer  from  mid-Missouri  told  me: 

"Some  of  the  paperwork  is  necessary.  Some  is  created  to  thwart  the  process  and  en- 
courage borrowers.  One  thing  they  use  to  deny  loans  is  that  the  borrower's  informa- 
tion is  never  enough,  FmHA  waits  thefuU  60  days,  or  whatever  the  law  allows,  and 
then  requests  additional  information.  FmHA  knows  what  they  need  and  many 
times  even  knows  upfront  they  are  going  to  approve  the  loan.  There  should  be  a 
direct  consultation  meeting  between  FmHA  and  the  borrower  to  review  the  applica- 
tion and  information  personally.  Borrowers  should  not  have  to  fill  out  all  the  forms 
every  year  when  they  have  previously  been  approved  Eli^bility  detemuruUions  are 
supposed  to  be  good  for  two  years.  Forms  are  outdated  and  ask  for  duplicate  infor- 
mation. Their  readibility  'sucks'.  They  haven't  been  revised  in  20 years,  just  added 
to  and  added  to.  There  should  be  a  simple  basic  application,  even  simpler  for 
repeat  borrowers,  then  a  meeting  to  determine  if  more  information  is  needed  And 
the  state  office  reviews  should  be  eliminated  and  replaced  with  the  new,  inde- 
pendent appeals  systerru  The  law  already  requires  FmHA  to  make  the  decisions 
within  45  or  60  days,  but  FmHA  has  been  getting  around  it. " 

Finally,  let  me  conunent  on  what  to  expect,  and  what  not  to  expect,  from  information 
systems  improvements,  such  as  those  envisioned  by  the  Info  Share  project.  Moving 
towards  a  unified  methodological  and  technological  approach  to  information  systems 
within  these  USDA  agencies  is  the  correct  thing  to  do  from  a  technological  efficiency 
point  of  view,  but  it  will  take  several  years  to  achieve.  In  today's  complex  information 


317 


systems  world,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  "quick  fixes".  In  fact,  quick  fixes  are  a  major 
cause  of  the  mess  USDA  computer  systems  are  in  today. 

Once  the  new  information  systems  architectures  are  in  place,  it  will  be  possible  to 
share  all  necessary  data  between  agencies,  and  that  should  lead  to  major  improvements 
in  the  accessibihty  of  the  types  of  management  information  which  are  needed  by  the 
administration  and  the  Congress  to  monitor  and  manage  the  effectiveness  of  our 
programs.  However,  sharing  computerized  data  between  the  agencies  will  not  help 
speed  up  the  loan  making  and  loan  servicing  processes  that  much  because  the  detailed 
information  needed  to  make  and  service  FmHA  loans  is  very  different  from  the  detailed 
information  needed  by  ASCS  to  administer  the  commodity  loan  and  related  programs, 
and  both  are  different  from  the  data  needed  by  SCS  to  monitor  and  manage  the  CRP, 
Sodbuster,  Swampbuster  and  other  conservation  programs. 

In  fact,  there  is  a  potential  danger  involved  if  USDA  and  the  Congress  place  the 
main  priority  on  sharing  information  between  the  agencies  instead  of  on  rebuilding 
good  relations  of  confidence  with  our  customers.  The  integrity  of  the  program  deUvery 
systems  has  suffered  immense  damage  at  the  hands  of  the  previous  administration. 
Currently,  if  a  borrower  gets  in  trouble  with  one  agency,  whether  justified  or  not,  the 
other  Agencies  pick  that  up  and  use  it  to  deny  benefits  —  even  though  the  due  process 
rights  of  the  borrower  have  not  been  exhausted  in  the  originating  agency.  This  type  of 
situation  has  caused  a  high  level  of  distrust  towards  USDA  and  opposition  to  collabora- 
tion between  the  various  agencies.  Certainly,  the  privacy  rights  of  borrowers  and 
employees  must  be  respected.  There  is  also  the  growing  danger  that,  if  government 
policy  regarding  conservation  and  sustainable  agricultiire  continues  to  rely  more  and 
more  on  regulation  of  farmers,  but  nothing  is  done  to  increase  farm  income,  then  more 
and  more  farmers  will  bail  out  of  the  government  farm  programs  altogether.  The 
right-wing  "wise  use"  movement  is  gaining  momentum  in  many  rural  states. 

The  loan  making  and  loan  servicing  process  can  be  speeded  up,  however,  if  the  new 
computer  appUcations  are  carefully  designed  to  make  proper  use  of  the  "user-friendly" 
capabilities  of  desktop  computers.  The  FmHA's  National  Association  of  County  Office 
Assistants  and  Clerks  has  identified  ways  to  reduce  the  amount  of  time  it  takes  them 
to  enter  accoimting  transactions  into  the  FmHA's  accounting  systems  by  several  hours 
per  day. 

Successfully  making  such  improvements  in  the  user  friendliness  of  USDA  computer 
systems  will  require  the  agencies  to  commit  the  necessary  resources  to  enable  the  actual 
end  users  to  be  directly  involved,  working  in  teams  alongside  IS  professionals,  in  the 
design  and  development  of  the  computer  applications.  Historically,  at  least  in  FmHA, 
the  Deputy  Administrator  for  Program  Operations  has  been  unwilling  to  make  this 
commitment.  Again,  there  are  no  "silver  bullets"  or  qxiick  fixes. 

FinaUy,  I  must  emphasize  that  computer  technology  is  NOT  capable  of  taking  the 
place  of  direct  person-to-person  communication  and  assistance  to  the  borrowers. 
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especially  low-  income  borrowers.  As  I  stated  in  my  recent  letter  to  Acting  Ad- 
ministrator Longino: 

"Keep  in  mind  at  all  times,  as  we  reorganize,  the  needs  of  poverty-level,  low  to 
moderate  income  rural  Americans,  inching  small  to  medium  size  farmers...These 
clients  cannot  use  computers  to  access  USDA  services,  cannot  afford  to  travel  long 
distances  to  USDA  offices,  and  many  times,  cannot  even  make  effective  use  of  the 
telephone  or  the  mail,  and  are  generally  more  comfortable  conducting  business  in 
person." 

Maintain  a  Dispersed  USDA  Field  Office  Program  Delivery  Structure 

The  Reagan-Bush  administration  has  sought  to  recast  FmHA  along  the  lines  of  a 
large  bank  such  as  Citicorp.  This  involves  extensive  consoUdation  of  offices,  contracting 
for  services,  staff  reduction,  and  substitution  of  lender-oriented  loan  guarantees  for  the 
agency's  direct  loan  programs.  The  savings  are  in  dispute,  but  the  impact  on  local  very 
low-,  low-,  and  moderate-income  consumers,  and  employees,  is  drastic.  FmHA  is  not 
a  bank.  It  is  an  anti-poverty  Agency  which  provides  individualized  subsidies  and 
assistance  in  support  of  economic  development  from  the  bottom  up. 

A  County  Supervisor  from  Calhoun  Coimty,  Mississippi,  puts  it  like  this  (Attach- 
ment 4): 

"I  have  worked  for  FmHA  for  22  years  and  have  always  felt  that  FmHA  had  the 
best  delivery  service  for  programs  designed  to  help  needy  people.  The  consolidation 
and  reorganization  is  not  going  to  serve  these  people  very  well  There  have  been 
many  cases  over  the  years  that  I  have  been  in  Calhoun  County  where  we  have 
delivered  loan  papers  for  people  to  sign  because  they  were  aged,  sick  or  had  no  way 
to  get  to  our  office.  This  kind  of  service  will  be  lost  if  large  so  called  'super  offices' 
are  established  The  hands  on  approach  will  be  gone  and  the  truly  needy  people  will 
fall  through  the  cracks  of  assistance  available,  because  they  will  be  unable  to  travel 
long  distances  to  obtain  this  assistance. " 

Field  office  employees  have  emphasized  that  it  is  also  necessary  to  conduct  on-site 
visits  to  prevent  waste,  fraud  or  abuse.  An  Arizona  District  office  employee  said 
(Attachment  5): 

"How  is  consolidating  going  to  be  a  savings  when  you  add  an  additional  150  mUes 
to  my  travels  coming  from  Phoenix?  Many  trips  I  now  can  do  in  one  day  will  re- 
quire overnight  stc^s.  There  are  abo  plans  to  close  the  Tucson  District  Office  arui 
the  Phoenbc  District  Office  by  Jarmary  1, 1993,  and  relocate  the  combined  office  to 
Casa  Grande.  Why  spend  thousands  oftajq)ayer  dollars  on  all  the  moves  that  will 
be  made?  There  is  no  need  to  change  something  that  works. " 

A  County  Supervisor  from  New  York  has  written  (Attachment  3): 
"We  now  are  errand  runners  for  the  bureaucracy.  The  heartfelt  task  of  local  assis- 
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tance  is  now  mailed  to  the  distant  and  sometimes  seemingly  heartless.  Centraliza- 
tion may  work  for  urban  banks,  it  may  not.  They  seem  to  be  opening  more  rural 
branches.  But  an  employee  or  contractor  a  hundred  miles  away  is  no  help  to  the 
poor  who  have  trouble  understanding  government  jargon  or  need  assistance  in 
another  language  or  help  overcoming  a  physical  disability. " 

The  "specialization  and  centralization"  of  functions  in  the  State  Offices  should  be 
done  based  on  the  type  of  cUents  involved  in  the  different  programs.  The  Housing 
Assistance  Council,  for  example,  has  recommended  that  the  multi-family  housing  loan 
making  function  should  be  centralized  in  state  offices,  with  state  office  employees 
located  in  the  field  responsible  for  multi-family  housing  servicing.  They  have  also 
recommended  that  FmHA  totally  centralize  the  Section  502  guaranteed  loan  program 
in  state  offices. 

But  for  the  single  family  housing  and  farmer  programs,  which  are  targeted  to  lower 
income  clients,  we  must  get  back  to  county  offices  where  the  employees  can  know,  see, 
and  feel  the  farm  and  housing  projects.  Already,  borrowers  are  having  to  absorb  the 
cost  and  time  to  travel  75  or  more  miles  to  field  offices.  Under  the  consolidations 
proposed  by  Madigan,  this  would  increase  to  100-200  miles  in  many  cases.  Farmers  are 
REQUIRED  to  bring  product  sales  checks  into  the  USDA  offices  for  a  signature  before 
they  can  use  them.  This  cannot  be  accomplished  by  phone  or  mail. 

Downsize  the  Wastefiil  Contracting  Out  Appropriations 

On  the  national  level,  AFGE  has  asked  the  new  administration  to  conduct  a 
thorough  review  and  reform  of  contracting  out  practices  as  an  alternative  to  attacking 
federal  employee  pay  and  benefits.  We  are  seeking  a  10%  across-the-board  cut  in 
present  contracting  out  levels,  saving  approximately  $40  billion  over  five  years,  and 
enabling  Congress  and  the  Administration  to  restore  the  proposed,  unfair  cuts  in 
federal  employee  pay  and  benefits. 

We  ask  your  Committee  to  make  even  deeper  cuts  in  USDA's  contracting  out  levels, 
and  that  you  require  USDA  to  open  direct  Unes  of  communications  with  its  front-line, 
career  federal  workers,  through  their  elected  representatives,  who  know  best  where 
contracted  services  are  wasting  untold  and  unaccountable  taxpayer  dollars  BEFORE 
moving  to  downsize  the  direct  USDA  government  workforce.  So  there  is  no 
misunderstanding,  we  are  not  calling  for  reduced  appropriation  authorities  for  acquisi- 
tion of  computer  hardware  or  software,  and  there  is  a  great  need  for  more  employee 
training,  not  less.  The  waste  and  abuse  are  in  contracting  for  services  that  could  be 
performed  by  USDA  workers  —  the  actual  analysis,  design,  and  development  of 
information  systems  and  the  nimierous  loan  servicing  contracts  in  the  field. 

Second  only  to  Farmer  Program  delinquencies,  FmHA's  Information  Systems 
procurement  and  contracting  has  been  the  most  highly  visible  and  controversial  subject. 
FmHA  mismanagement  of  a  contracted-out  effort  to  totally  revamp  our  automated 
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systems  during  the  late  1970s,  known  as  UNAS,  has  been  cited  in  Information  Systems 
textbooks  as  one  of  the  classic  examples  of  how  NOT  to  management  information 
systems  acquisition.  During  the  1980s,  a  comparable  mismanaged  contract  was  for  the 
development  of  AMAS  (the  Automated  Multi-Family  Housing  Accounting  System). 
AMAS  was  supposed  to  be  a  "turn-key"  system,  provided  by  a  contractor  paid  miUions 
of  dollars,  but  in  fact  was  "A  MESS",  which  has  required  the  valiant  efforts  of  nearly 
1/5  of  the  total  FmHA/ISM  staff  to  fix,  maintain,  and  enhance  since  it  was  implemented 
in  1985. 

In  September,  1991,  the  USDA  Office  of  Inspector  General  concluded  there  was 
an  "absence  of  sufficient  documentation  to  support  the  decisions  made  in  the  areas  of 
Relational  Data  Base  Management  System  procurement,  a  procurement  of  about  $12 
million;  the  acquisition  of  the  3B2/EXP's  for  over  1,200  offices,  valued  at  over  $18 
million;  the  purchase  of  386  microcomputers  and  laptops  valued  at  about  $10  milUon 
as  well  as  other  planned  procurements..."  They  also  questioned  office  furniture  pur- 
chase orders  totaling  over  $2  million.  It  was  these  types  of  continuing  acquisitions  which 
Congress  intended  to  reduce  when  it  reduced  the  Salaries  and  Expenses  appropriation 
for  FY  '93,  but  restored  the  FTEs  which  the  current  administration  had  proposed  to 
cut. 

As  one  effort  to  correct  the  problems  with  poor  strategic  planning  identified  by  OIG 
and  others,  FmHA  formed  a  task  force  of  over  30  employees  to  develop  an  Information 
Systems  Plan.  These  employees  worked  12  weeks,  with  a  consultant,  to  develop  a  plan. 
Subsequently,  top  USDA/FmHA  management  told  another  contractor  to  review  this 
plan,  and  if  it  wasn't  good  enough,  to  do  another  one.  Surprise!  The  second  contractor 
said  the  ISP  should  be  scrapped  and  FmHA  then  let  a  contract  for  the  same  contractor 
to  do  a  new  ISP  for  several  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

Meanwhile,  the  recommendations  of  the  in-hoi:se  CASE  Work  Group,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  were  ordered  to  be  redone  by  yet  another  outside  contractor  for  another 
$200,000  wasted.  And  a  first-line  supervisor's  request  for  a  $78,000  budget  for  training 
and  travel  for  the  four  person  in-house  Executive  Information  Systems  development 
team  was  transformed  by  the  Assistant  Administrator  into  a  request  for  $350,000  in 
imnecessary  and  unproductive  contractor  services  (the  details  of  this  recent  example 
are  recounted  by  one  of  the  workers  in  Attachment  6  to  this  Statement).  What  are  we 
here  for,  to  enrich  the  private  contractors  or  to  improve  the  government's  information 
systems? 

Additional  problems  with  contracting  out  in  USDA/FmHA  include  the  following: 

•   Contracting  out  for  services  must  either  cost  more,  or  yield  lower  quality  work, 
or  both,  because  it  builds  in  the  profit  motive  of  the  contracting  firm. 

A  County  Supervisor  fi-om  Mississippi  states  (Attachment  4): 

"Some  contracting  for  services  which  FmHA  can't  handle  otherwise  or  where  there 
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is  a  shortage  of  employees  is  good.  Some  areas  of  contracting,  however,  had  led  to 
great  increases  in  costs.  One  of  these  areas  is  contracting  for  repair  on  inventory 
houses.  Previously,  we  made  subsequent  loans  for  the  needed  repairs.  Now  since  we 
contract  for  them,  the  costs  have  doubled  and  tripled  This  is  due  in  part  to  lack  of 
competition,  because  our  solicitation  forms  are  so  complicated  and  partly  because 
contractor  feel  the  government  can  pay  more.  If  we  were  making  subsequent  loans 
like  we  used  to  then  the  contractors  felt  they  were  working  for  the  homeowner  and 
did  not  charge  as  much. " 

And  a  County  Program  Assistant  from  Tahoka,  Texas,  cites  the  following  (Attach- 
ment 7): 

"The  supervisor  needs  an  assistant  to  run  the  office  without  the  stress  of  doing  it 
alone.  I  don 't  understand  why  we  pay  contract  help  around  $21.00  an  hour  to  work 
and  service  loans  when  an  assistant  supervisor  would  be  more  effective  and 
feasible. " 

•  Working  with  contractors  takes  almost  as  much,  sometimes  more,  of  our  time 
that  doing  the  job  ourselves. 

An  employee  who  works  on  the  MFH  program  reported  that  RRH  appraisals  can 
be  done  faster,  and  better,  in  house.  SoUciting  for  bid  and  reviewing  contractor 
deUverables  takes  almost  as  much  time  as  doing  it  ourselves.  The  contract  says  the 
appraisal  must  be  done  in  45  days,  and  usually  we  get  it  on  about  the  50th  day,  after 
several  phone  calls.  After  all  that  time,  the  deUverable  is  often  imacceptable,  and  we 
must  go  back  to  the  contractor  to  have  them  do  it  again.  Meanwhile,  a  low-income 
housing  project  is  being  delayed.  This  process  can't  be  cost  effective. 

•  Contractor  work  is  often  of  poor  quality. 

In  addition  to  the  above  examples,  a  County  Supervisor  from  New  York  reports 
(Attachment  3): 

"Contracting  to  me  has  meant  nothing  more  than  accepting  lower  quality  at  higher 
cost.  With  the  exception  of  farm  appraisal,  my  experience  has  been  negative.  The 
stringent  requirements  to  use  realtors  and  contract  out  work  has  been  terribly  ineffi- 
cient and  expensive.  The  quality  is  gone,  the  heart  of  the  FmHA  worker  is  missing.  I 
have  personally  had  two  cases  of  my  contractor  being  incarcerated  while  the  con- 
tract was  still  in  effect. " 

Contracting  out  should  be  the  last  resort  instead  of  the  first  alternative! 

The  Rural  Development  Administration 

If  the  new  administration  wants  to  send  a  message  that  government  bureaucracy  is 
going  to  be  streamUned  from  the  top  down,  instead  of  cutting  the  front-Une  workers  at 
the  bottom  —  and  if  the  Congressional  Agriculture  Committees  are  going  to  eventually 
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approve  plans  to  consoUdate  some  USDA  agencies  -  the  dissolution  of  RDA  could 
well  be  the  best  place  to  start. 

As  a  St.  Louis  FmHA  worker  wrote  (Attachment  1): 
"/  consider  the  new  Rural  Development  Administration  an  abuse  of  the  use  of 
taxpayer's  money.  I  have  attached  a  paper  I  wrote  in  outrage  when  I  found  out 
about  it.  It  already  has  regnal  offices  in  place,  hut  those  people  could  be  put  back 
under  FmHA  and  save  a  great  deal  of  money  in  the  future  by  ^solving  the  new,  un- 
necessary ageru:y. " 

Thus  far  establishment  of  the  RDA  has  only  resulted  in  the  creation  of  more  offices, 
transfer  of  bureaucrats,  and  upheaval 

Worse!  Subtitle  B  estabUshed  a  five  state  demonstration  for  State  Economic 
Development  Review  Panels.  Under  this  demonstration,  representatives  of  special 
interests  will  be  permitted  to  recommend  allocations  of  federal  funds  which  will 
override  normal  appropriations  processes.  The  law  requires  Uttle  federal  oversight  of 
this  process. 

During  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  Annual  Meeting,  December  11-13, 
1992,  the  Idaho  Rural  Council  reported  that  they  had  attended,  and  sought  to  par- 
ticipate, in  the  RDA  "development  council"  for  their  region.  They  were  informed  that 
there  was  no  interest  in  farming  in  the  RDA  concept  of  "rural  development.  They 
reported  that  the  council  discussion  centered  on  how  to  reduce  local  enviromnental 
regulations  to  make  it  easier  to  attract  minimum  wage  businesses  and  corporate 
Uvestock  factories. 

Not  only  does  the  RDA  represent  an  irresponsible  fiscal  and  bureaucratic 
nightmare  in  this  era  of  streamlining  government,  the  whole  approach  to  rural  develop- 
ment is  fatally  flawed.  The  real  base  of  the  rural  economy  is  family  fanning.  A  farmer 
from  Wisconsin  gave  the  following  factual  account  of  a  situation  in  that  state. 

"The  rural  development  interests  proposed  to  build  a  hog  factory.  The  factory 
would  employ  6  people  to  handle  1200  sows  with  a  total  payroll  of  $150,000  an- 
nually. In  the  first  place,  this  meant  that  five  of  the  six  workers  would  still  have  in- 
comes below  the  poverty  level  More  important,  the  factory  would  displace  21 
family  farmers.  County  statistics  in  that  area  show  that,  on  average,  a  family  farmer 
spends  $209,000  in  the  local  community  per  year.  The  net  loss  of  income  to  the 
local  community  would  be  $4,239,000!" 

There  has  been  Congressional  opposition  to  RDA  within  the  appropriations  com- 
mittees and  elsewhere  fi-om  its  inception.  That  RDA  is  not  much  of  a  poUtical  plus, 
even  for  its  principal  co-  sponsors  in  whose  home  districts  the  regional  offices  were 
located,  is  exemplified  by  the  defeat  of  Representative  Thomas  Coleman  (R-Mo.)  in 
the  November  election.  We  call  on  your  committee  to  again  take  a  real  hard  look  at  the 
cost  effectiveness  and  implications  for  the  rural  economy  of  the  RDA  before  approving 
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any  reorganization  of  USDA. 

Not  So  Fast!  On  USDA  Reorganization. 

As  federal  workers,  we  do  not  normally  want  Congressional  Committees  to  "micro- 
miinage"  govenmient  agencies  or  programs.  But  we  believe  the  plans  to  reorganize 
USDA  which  have  so  far  been  presented  in  the  President's  Budget  proposal  have  been 
ill-  conceived  in  haste  and  carmot  succeed. 

Through  our  National  Union  Office,  we  are  currently  attempting  to  establish  a 
national-level  consultative  process  with  Secretary  Espy  and  the  new  USDA  administra- 
tion. If  we  are  allowed  to  do  so,  we  will  be  more  than  happy  to  work  with  USDA 
management,  line  by  line  in  the  detailed  budget  process,  to  identify  positive  ways  to  cut 
wasteful  expenditures  to  achieve  the  budget  savings  projected  by  the  President  and 
OMB  for  FY  1994,  while  working  with  the  new  USDA  management  to  "reinvent" 
USDA  in  a  way  that  makes  sense,  not  just  to  save  $1  bUhon  in  the  budget  book. 

However,  we  are  taxpayers  and  voters  too,  and  this  is  a  MAJOR  reorganization  with 
far-reaching  poUcy  impUcations.  The  essence  of  American  democracy  and  its  checks 
and  balances  is  that  Congress  holds  the  purse  strings.  We  ask  your  committee  to  use 
this  "power  of  the  purse  strings"  to  insure  that  USDA  reorganization  is  planned  and 
implemented  using  the  following  terms  and  conditions: 

•  Mechanisms  are  estabUshed  to  insure  that  USDA  workers  and  clients  aie 
consulted  prior  to  reorganizing  or  downsizing  the  USDA  field  office  structure. 
We  have  heard  that  Secretary  Espy  is  interested  in  developing  some  sort  of 
"farmer  advisors".  We  beUeve  this  concept  should  be  expanded  to  establish 
some  sort  of  ongoing  "Advisory  Councils"  comprised  of  clients,  representatives 
from  nonprofit  organizations  with  on-the-ground  experience  with  USDA 
programs,  and  including  elected  federal  employee  representatives,  to  review 
and  assess  past  problems  with  program  delivery,  including  the  USDA 
organizational  structure,  training  and  outreach  programs.  Such  coimcils  should 
be  consulted  in  planning  new  directions  in  both  poUcy  and  organizational 
implementation;  and  then,  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  of  rural  housing, 
farming,  and  community  development  programs  and  program  delivery  and 
make  reconmiendations  to  both  USDA  and  the  Congress. 

Through  such  'Total  Quality  Management"  steps  which  clearly  show  that,  once 
again,  customer  satisfaction  is  a  priority  at  USDA,  the  appropriate  groundwork  could 
be  laid  for  possible  agency  consoUdations. 

•  Using  these  advisory  councils  and  other  means,  USDA  should  reassess  the 
impacts  of  a  NAFTA  or  GATT  agreement  on  family  farmers  using  realistic 
expectations  instead  of  overly  optimistic  calculations.  The  number  of  jobs  lost 
in  farming  and  related  small  businesses  needs  to  be  analyzed  with  the  ripple 
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impacts  on  the  health  of  our  rural  communities.  The  impacts  on  producers  in 
the  other  nations  needs  to  be  assessed  as  well.  This  type  of  analysis  really  needs 
to  be  done  before  Congress  votes  on  these  trade  agreements,  and  before  major 
USDA  policy  and  organizational  decisions  are  made  by  the  new  administration. 

•  Using  these  advisory  councils  and  other  means,  the  new  administration  should 
review  the  strategic  business  plans  of  FmHA  and  other  USDA  agencies  and 
develop  new  strategic  plans  which  reflect  the  policy  directions  which  the  new 
administration  proposes  to  take  before  undertaking  reorganization.  This  should 
include  a  real  hard  look  at  the  cost  effectiveness  and  implications  for  the  rural 
economy  of  the  RDA. 

•  Using  these  advisory  councils  and  other  means,  the  new  administration  should 
conduct  and  present  to  you  a  thorough  review  of  USDA's  wasteful  and 
ineffective  contracting  out  program.  Cuts  should  come  first  here  before 
downsizing  the  workforce  or  the  S&E  monies  which  support  that  government 
staff. 

•  USDA  reorganization  should  maintain  and  strengthen  agencies  with  programs 
of  assistance  for  rural  economic  development  and  environmental  protection  — 
targeting  low  to  moderate  income  rural  Americans  and  community-  based 
development,  including  housing,  community  facilities,  small  to  medium-sized 
farms,  businesses,  cooperatives,  and  community-  based  lending  institutions  — 
with  a  delivery  system  that  maintains  locally  dispersed  (State,  District,  County) 
offices.  It  is  probable  that  some  existing  USDA  agencies  should  be  consolidated, 
or  at  least  co-located  where  they  are  not.  However,  what  is  crucial  is: 

a)  the  provision  of  a  coordinated  and  comprehensive  program  of  assis- 
tance for  rural  development  from  the  bottom  up; 

b)  a  rural  field  delivery  structure  that  provides  the  maximum  possible 
direct  people-to-people,  hands-on,  assistance  to  low  to  moderate  income 
rural  people  in  making  the  most  of  the  opportunities  provided  by  the 
programs;  and 

c)  maintaining,  and  rebuilding  as  necessary,  the  current  staffing  levels  of 
non-  supervisory,  front-line  workers,  while  reducing  the  uimecessary  and 
counter-productive  numbers  of  supervisors  and  managers  as  well  as 
reducing  waste  and  abuse  in  contracting  out. 
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Direct  'Vs."  Guaranteed  Loans 

The  previous  administration's  focus  on  shifting  from  direct  to  guaranteed  loans 
transforms  the  mission  of  the  Agency  from  helping  low  to  middle  income  rural 
Americans  to  subsidizing  financial  institutions.  The  original  mission  should  be  restored. 

In  your  FY  1993  Agricultvu-e  Appropriations  bill,  the  $850  million  funding  for  direct 
operating  loans  reaffirmed  the  need  for  a  re-  focus  on  direct  lending  as  a  reflection  of 
the  failure  of  the  guaranteed  loan  program  for  the  taxpayer  and  the  farm  borrower. 
Given  the  poUcies  of  the  previous  administration  outlined  above,  we  were  disap- 
pointed, but  not  surprised,  to  find  out  that  $279  million  of  the  FY  1992  allocation  was 
not  spent  despite  many  appUcations  on  hand.  We  hope  the  new  administration  will  see 
to  it  that  farmers  will  in  fact  receive  operating  funds  during  the  upcoming  months. 

We  were  both  disappointed,  and  surprised,  that  the  new  administration's  "Vision 
of  Change"  document  and  budget  proposal  calls  for  a  25%  cut  in  FmHA  direct  loan 
program,  which  ignores  the  critical  need  and  important  role  of  direct  loans  for  begin- 
ning, minority,  and  limited  resource  farmers.  We  hope  that  this  Subcommittee  imder- 
stands  the  importance  of  increasing  FmHA  direct  loans  to  meet  needs,  not  cutting 
them. 

FmHA's  guaranteed  FP  program,  so  far,  has  not  worked  (see  GAO's  September 
1989  report,  GAO/RCED-89-86).  The  guaranteed  loan  approach  has  presented  the 
following  problems: 

•  Guaranteed  loans  cost  more  to  subsidize.  FmHA  direct  loan  money  is  borrowed 
at  the  Treasury  rate,  which  is  lower  than  the  prime  rate  which  private  lenders 
can  get  money  for.  To  subsidize  private  sector  loan  rates  to  make  credit 
affordable  to  low  and  middle  income  rural  people  costs  more  than  direct  loan 
subsidies  do. 

•  Rural  lenders  have  not  participated  aggressively  in  the  FmHA  guaranteed  farm 
programs,  nor  in  the  Federal  Housing  Authority  insured  housing  programs. 

•  An  August,  1989,  survey  by  the  Office  of  Thrift  Supervision  showed  that  6,212 
coimties,  mostly  rural,  did  not  have  a  federally-insured  savings  and  loan 
association  or  branch.  This  is  19.3  percent  of  all  counties. 

•  Some  rural  banks  participating  in  the  guaranteed  FP  loan  program  have  used 
that  program  to  bail  out  bad  loans. 

•  GAO  foimd  that  FmHA  farm  guaranteed  loans  produced  higher  cost  of  money, 
stricter  loan  terms,  and  a  greater  UkeUhood  of  liquidation. 

However,  the  limited  funding  available  for  direct  FP  loan  programs,  and  the  need 
to  target  those  funds  to  those  most  in  need,  including  young,  beginning,  re-starting,  and 
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minority  farmers,  creates  a  need  for  some  form  of  guaranteed  loan  and  "Farmer  MAC" 
secondary  credit  markets,  to  assure  that  slightly  larger  farmers  can  obtain  needed  credit 
without  bumping  those  most  in  need  of  direct  loans. 

RECOMMENDA  TION: 

The  Subcommittee  should  continue  the  shift,  from  guaranteed  loans  back  to  direct 
loans.  An  appropriate  guaranteed  loan  program,  with  implementation  of  the 
"Farmer  Mac"  concept,  could  be  an  appropriate  way  to  provide  for  the  credit  needs 
of  the  medium  sized  farms,  provided  that  I)  loan  servicing  and  restructuring  rights, 
such  as  provided  by  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  1987,  are  provided  to  guaranteed 
borrowers,  and  2)  targeting  of  enhanced  appropriations  for  direct  farm  ownership 
and  operating  loan  programs  to  those  most  in  need  are  enforced 

We  support  the  request  of  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  that  the  funding  level 
for  direct  farm  operating  loans  be  increased  to  $950  miUion,  direct  farm  ownership  be 
increased  to  $100  million  and  $100  miUion  in  funds  for  the  guaranteed  farm  ownership 
interest  assistance  program,  and  $400  million  in  guaranteed  farm  ownership  and  $400 
million  in  guaranteed  operating  loans  with  interest  assistance.  We  also  support  a 
minimum  of  $200  miUion  in  the  credit  sales  for  inventory  land  so  that  limitations  on 
appropriations  are  not  used  as  a  further  justification  to  sell  the  inventory  land  to 
non-FmHA  purchasers. 
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Other  FY  1994  Appropriations  Issues 

The  most  important  issue  is  to  raise  farm  income  by  increasing  farm  gate  prices 
using  the  commodity  loan  program.  The  overall  economic  situation  in  the  rural  areas 
is  the  major  determinant  of  the  success  of  FmHA  loan  and  grant  programs. 

The  dual  goals  of  the  new  administration  to  achieve  both  deficit  reduction  and 
economic  growth  make  it  imperative  for  this  Subcommittee  to  initiate  a  reevaluation 
of  the  commodity  loan  program.  When  commodity  loan  rates  were  at  "parity"  levels 
and  supply  management  was  used,  up  to  the  early  19S0s,  farm  programs  actually  yielded 
net  income  to  the  T-easury.  As  commodity  loan  rates  have  forced  market  prices  down, 
welfare-like  deficiency  payments  to  make  up  some  of  the  marketplace  loss  have  been 
put  in  place  of  government  regulation  of  the  market  through  supply  management. 

RECOMMENDA  TION: 

Investigate  the  true  costs  of  farm  programs  when  examining  areas  of  the  budget  that 
could  be  cut  while  not  further  reducing  the  record  low  farm  income  levels  of 
producers.  This  includes  fair  analysis  of  the  impact  of  increasing  commodity  loan 
rates  and  target  prices  to  meet  needs  instead  of  the  politically  charged  OMB 
analysis  of  the  past  twelve  years.  An  analysis  should  also  be  made  of  the  true  budget 
costs  of  the  Export  Enhancement  Program  (EEP)  and  the  Dairy  Export  Incentive 
Program  (DEIP),  including  the  impact  on  farm  income  and  the  impact  on  grain 
companies  or  processors  that  are  involved  in  negotiating  the  deals. 

If  properly  understood,  reduction  of  deficiency  payments  by  raising  the  commodity 
loan  rate  to  cover  the  cost  of  production  would  be  the  best  means  for  financing  the 
needed  increases  in  direct  farm  ownership  and  operating  loans. 

We  are  very  pleased  to  hear  that  the  administration's  budget  proposes  to  fully  fund 
the  Section  2501  authorization  of  $10  million  for  outreach  and  education  programs  to 
minority  farmers.  This  money  is  intended  to  go  directly  into  the  hands  of  field  people 
who  work  in  a  hands-on  way  with  minority  farmers  and  rural  people  to  get  applications 
in  to  FmHA  and  other  government  programs,  to  work  on  appeals  in  relation  to  FmHA 
and  other  government  programs,  to  set  up  cooperatives,  etc.  For  example,  the  efforts 
of  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives,  in  south  Georgia  alone,  have  been  able  to 
help  as  many  as  600  minority  farmers  stay  in  farming  in  the  past.  We  urge  the 
Subcommittee  to  support  this  item. 
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1427  1  1/2  ST.  S.W. 
Dyersville,  lA  52040 


Congressman,  Jim  Nussle 
3356  Kimball  Avenue 
Waterloo.  Iowa  50702 

Dear  Congressman  Nussle; 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  expres¥v,my  f  eel  Ings^p^  USDA 

reorganization.  I  certainly  will  support^ — uhoiiges  in  the  current  system 
which  will  provide  better  service  for  Iowa  farmers  and  save  our  tax 
dollars!  However,  I  question  some  of  the  proposed  changes  and  have  a 
number  of  concerns  1  wish  to  address  in  this  letter. 

Currently  in  Iowa  most  county  offices  are  located  in  one  building. 
Creating  a  "service  center"  may  be  more  convenient  for  some  Iowa 
producers,  but  the  cost  would  be  phenomenal  and  hardly  Justifiable  to  the 
average  tax  payer. 

In  regards  to  regional  offices,  I  believe  we  would  be  taking  a  large  step 
backwards  in  creating  larger  government  offices.  Private  Industry  is 
headed  toward  less  "autocratic"  type  managements  with  it's  centralized 
authority  and  reward,  and  coercive  power,  to  a  democratic  leadership  which 
delegates  authority  and  power  and  encourages  participation  of  all 
involved . 


The  later  is  the  type  of  agency  USDA  should  be  working  toward.  Less  rules 
and  regulations,  with  delegation  to  the  local  farmer  elected  community  and 
county  committees.  Area  producers  will  then  take  pride  in  what  is 
accomplished  through  tax  dollars  as  they  will  be  directly  involved  in  the 
direct  implementation  of  procedure. 

I  believe  you  need  to  look  to  ASC3  which  has  in  place  a  farmer  elected 
county  committee  which  is  responsible  for  administrating  programs 
legislated  by  Congress.  These  committees  assure  programs  are  made 
available  to  all  producers  and  that  programs  are  administered  fairly  and 
equitably. 

A  single  Farm  Service  Agency  may  be  what  is  needed  to  eliminate  the 
duplication  of  records  and  efforts  among  the  agencies.  ASCS  currently  has 
the  data  base,  records  of  all  farm  operators  and  owners,  crop  history, 
yields,  production  evidence,  etc..  of  every  farm  In  every  county  in  the 
nation . 

ASCS  has  employees  who  are  dedicated  and  who  posses  the  skill  and  the 
commitment  to  administer  programs  legislated  by  Congress.  They  currently 
administer  Price  Support  and  Loan  programs.  Feed  Grain  Programs, 
Conservation  Reserve  Programs,  Disaster  programs.  Payment  Limitation 
programs  and  others. 

I  feel  ASCS  has  the  structure  needed  to  handle  the  challenges  of  a  single 
Farm  Service  Agency  and  I  would  like  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  to 
study  th^r  "self  governed"  committee  system  carefully. 
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TESTIMONY 
GARY  LAMB 


Let  me  first  commend  and  thank  the  chairman,  and  the  other 
committee  members  who  have  taken  time  from  their  busy  schedules  to 
share  and  hear  our  concerns. 

Probably  no  state  depends  on  production  agriculture  to  fuel 
its  economic  engine,  more  than  does  the  state  of  Iowa.  Yet  I  hope 
we  all  realize,  agriculture  in  some  way,  shape,  or  form,  enters  the 
household  of  every  family,  in  every  community,  in  every  state  of 
our  nation. 

I'll  not  bore  you  with  a  lot  of  numbers  and  statistics,  but  I 
believe  some  Iowa  figures,  relate  to  the  bigger  issue;  the  changes 
taking -place  in  our  system  of  food  production,  and  the  economic  and 
social  impact  in  both  rural  and  urban  America. 

We  have  approximately  100,000  farmers  in  Iowa,  but  only  an 
estimated  3,000  under  the  age  of  32.  Neil  Harl,  nationally  known 
and  respected  farm  credit  expert  from  Iowa  State  University, 
estimates  that  in  the  next  five  years,  1/3  or  30,000  farmers  will 
reach  retirement  age.  Earlier  this  year,  he  also  estimated 
somewhere  between  12  and  15%  of  our  farmers  face  serious  financial 
problems,  while  they've  produced  the  best  crop  they've  ever  raised 
in  their  lifetime. 

Those  who  do  research  in  their  respective  fields,  estimate 
about  1/3  of  our  smaller  rural  hospitals  will  close  in  the  next  5 
years,  and  1/4  or  about  100  of  our  schools  will  close  as  well.  The 
problem  in  both  cases  being  lack  of  people  and  revenue  to  maintain 
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their  existence. 

Although  we  have  attempted  to  create  incentives  to  encourage 
more  young  farmers  with  low  interest,  beginning  farmer  loans  at 
both  state  and  federal  levels,  we  really  haven't  determined  how 
successful  that  effect  will  be,  if  we  do  nothing  to  raise  market 
price,  and  the  0  rural  community  no  longer  has  a  school,  or  a 
doctor  and  hospital  and  the  rest  of  the  support  system  that  young 
people  must  have. 

We  are  constantly  told  that  only  the  low  cost  producer  will 
survive,  assuming  that  means  that  those  who  are  applying  a  true 
business  sense  and  sound  management  as  well  as  applying  current  and 
future  technology  in  the  most  efficient  manner.  That  of  course,  is 
true,  it  always  has  been  and  probably  always  should  be.  But  it  may 
mean  something  else  as  well. 

Although  there  are  always  exceptions  to  every  rule,  on  the 
average  it  means  those  of  us  who  have  farmed  for  40  years,  who  have 
our  land,  machinery  and  livestock  paid  for,  and  our  children  are 
grown  and  gone,  if  we  have  even  average  management  skills,  we  can 
produce  at  a  lower  price  than  a  yoving  farmer  who  pays  the  same 
input  costs,  but  must  generate  additional  income  to  service 
principal  and  interest  on  his  investment,  plus  the  cost  of  food, 
clothes,  amd  education  for  any  children  they  may  have. 

By  factoring  out  that  only  low  cost  producers  will  survive,  we 

continue  to  eliminate  or  discourage  a  hugh  part  of  a  generation  of 

« 
farmers  our  industry  and  rural  America  desperately  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  40  years  I've  farmed,  I've  seen  great 


332 


changes  take  place,  many  good;  some  of  which  I  have  deep  concerns 
with.  I've  witnessed  the  slow  systematic  deterioration  of  our 
rural  communities,  rural  traditions,  and  values,  and  a  hugh  part  of 
our  rural  culture. 

I've  witnessed  in  my  own  community  not  only  the  economic 
impact,  but  the  social  cost,  as  broken  dreams  and  broken  hopes  tore 
families  apart,  and  we  saw  an  increase  of  alcoholism,  wife  and 
child  abuse,  divorce  and  suicide. 

Recently,  I've  listened  to  elected  officials  from  both  sides 
of  the  political  isle  emphasize  "Rural  Economic  Development",  but 
I  fear  the  words  have  simply  become  a  code  word  for  agriculture 
abandonment,  as  we  continually  attempt  to  move  away  from  the  real 
strengths  and  assets  already  surrounding  every  rural  community,  and 
attempt  to  find  some  artificial  sxibstitute  to  replace  agriculture 
as  an  economic  stimulus  to  create  jobs  and  revenue. 

I've  watched  our  state  and  nation  spend  research  dollars  on 
technology  that  significantly  increased  our  efficiency  and 
productivity,  but  it  seems  most  of  that  really  benefited  all  of  us 
as  consumers,  much  more  than  the  few  who  attempt  to  provide  a 
livelihood  for  their  families  as  producers. 

At  the  economic  summit  in  Little  Rock,  Arkansas,  for  two  days, 
I  listened  to  our  nation's  most  brilliant  minds,  and  it  was  clear, 
our  challenge  as  a  nation  is  to  increase  the  efficiency  and 
productivity  of  our  nations  industries  and  our  nations  workers,  yet 
more  efficiency  and  more  productivity  hasn't  stabilized  our  farms 
or  rural  communities.   It  hasn't  created  more  well  paid  jobs  for 
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our  people,  and  it  hasn't  lessened  the  pressure  on  our  land  and 
water  resources.  In  fact,  its  been  just  the  opposite,  its 
literately  torn  the  heart  out  of  our  system  of  food  production  and 
our  rural  communities.  A  system  that  has  been  the  envy  of  the 
world  for  decades.  Russia  now  attempts  to  move  toward  a  system  we 
used  to  have. 

I've  listened  to  us  criticize  other  nations,  much  older  and 
maybe  much  wiser  than  us,  who  attempt  to  preserve  and  stabilize 
their  economic  and  social  base  in  their  rural  areas. 

I've  heard  the  experts  tell  us  we  now  live  in  a  global 
economy,  and  I  don't  argue  with  that,  I  simply  sense  a  global 
economy  can  really  mean  two  different  things. 

It  can  mean  that  some  unwritten  international  law  dictates 
that  the  world  market  belongs  to  us  since  we're  the  most  efficient 
farmers  in  the  world.  That  we  must  pursue  agriculture  and  trade 
policies  that  weaken  and  destroy  farmers  zmd  rural  communities  in 
other  countries,  so  we  can  then  gain  their  share  of  the  global 
marketplace.  But  if  we  are  indeed  the  most  efficient  and 
therefore  low  cost  producers  in  the  world,  then  I  must  question, 
why  we  have  lost  so  many  farmers  and  so  much  of  our  rural 
infrastructure,  practically  in  the  last  decade. 

Or  maybe  a  global  economy  means,  that  as  a  world  leader,  we 
must  have  the  vision  and  understanding  to  realize  that  different 
resources,  climates,  culture  and  diets,  dictate  different 
agricultural  needs  to  other  nations  around  the  world.  That  if 
indeed  the  purpose  of  agriculture  is  to  feed  the  world's  nations 
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and  their  people,  then  maybe  all  developed  nations,  because  of 
various  weaknesses  and  vulnerabilities,  weather  factors  and 
political  decisions,  must  maintain  some  reasonable  degree  of  self 
sufficiency.  Poor  low  developed  nations  must  be  given  incentives 
to  develop  internally  first,  to  the  maximum  of  their  various 
resources,  ability  and  begin  to  develop  their  transportation  and 
distribution  system  before  complimenting  their  own  domestic 
production  with  imports  from  us  or  someone  else.  Somalia  is  an 
excellent  example. 

I  have  watched  this  great  country  of  ours,  so  blessed  with 
abundant  national  resources,  weaken  and  destroy  a  big  part  of  the 
culture  side  of  agriculture.  I've  seen  us  exploit  our  greatest 
resources,  our  land  and  water,  for  the  greed  of  a  few,  rather  than 
utilize  those  resources  for  the  good  of  many,. 

Last  summer  I  spent  3  weeks  in  the  Russian  and  Latvian 
Republics,  and  I  witnessed  first  hand  the  horrible  land,  water,  and 
air  pollution  by  a  nation  and  its  leadership,  that  had  no  vision 
and  foresight  as  to  the  generations  yet  to  be  born,  both  urban  and 
rural . 

I've  listened  as  agriculture  leaders  like  Earl  Butz,  who  told 
us  to  plant  fence  row  to  fence  row,  the  world  was  our  market.  I 
watched  as  we  responded,  and  then  most  of  the  time  saw  us  forced 
either  use  tax  payer  dollars  to  subsidize  unneeded  or  unwanted 
surpluses  into  the  global  marketplace,  or  we  simply  exported  at  a 
price  lower  than  our  production  costs.  I  listened  to  some  of  our 
farm  organization  leaders,  who  told  us  to  simply  get  another  job 
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off  the  farm  to  subsidize  our  income  or  lack  there  of. 

I  watched  and  even  participated  as  Dr.  Kelly  Dunham,  from  the 
Dept.  of  Preventative  Medicine  at  the  University  of  Iowa  initiated 
a  program  to  reduce  the  rapid  increased  of  accidental  death  and 
crippling  injuries,  maybe  because  so  may  of  our  people  were  under 
severe  pressure,  stress,  and  fatigues  from  working  2  jobs. 

In  all  honesty,  I  must  confess,  I  fear  that  some  pressure  and 
stress  has  done  something  that  may  have  changed  us  in  other  ways  as 
well.  I  would  like  to  believe  a  spirit  still  exists  out  here  in 
the  heartland,  deep  within  the  hearts  and  minds  of  those  of  us  who 
were  born  to  the  land. 

A  spirit  that  still  looks  upon  our  neighbors  as  a  vital  needed 
asset  to  the  community  in  which  we  live,  rather  than  a  roadblock 
that  keeps  us  from  getting  bigger.  A  spirit  that  says  "We  &EE  all 
in  this  together  -  urban  and  rural. 

A  spirit  that  rejects  the  ideology  that  progress  must  produce 
victims,  and  argues  that  if  indeed  there  are  large  numbers  of 
victims,  then  it  may  not  be  progress  at  all.  I  can't  prove  that 
even  some  small  ember  of  that  spirit  still  lives,  because  I've 
talked  to  and  listened  to  many  farmers  who  have  been  indoctrinated 
with  the  belief,  that  for  them  to  survive,  their  neighbors  must  go. 

I  feel  a  deep  concern  not  only  for  the  heritage  and  the  legacy 
my  parents  left  me!  But  the  principals  and  values  that  are  so 
deeply  imbedded  in  rural  America,  and  the  loss  of  something  that 
really  defined  the  character  of  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  of  use  whose  roots  run  deep  in  the 
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American  soil  do  not  ask  for  guarantees,  we  do  not  seek  handouts  or 
higher  tax  payer  subsidies.  All  we  ask  for  and  expect  from  our 
government  is  a  few  checks  and  balances,  so  we  can  have  a  fair 
competitive  marketplace,  free  of  monopolies  and  concentration.  A 
marketplace  that  is  willing,  or  perhaps  at  times  forced,  to  do 
nothinq  more  than  give  those  of  us  who  produce  raw  food  and  fiber, 
a  fair  and  equitable  return  on  our  investment  and  labor. 

I  do  not  think  an  industry  or  its  people  who  provide  the 
widest  variety  of  safest  food,  at  the  lowest  %  of  disposable  income 
anywhere  in  the  free  world,  asks  to  much. 

We  must  re-set,  rethink,  and  redirect  public  policy  for 
agriculture  and  rural  America.  For  this  isn't  simply  about  who 
owns  and  controls  the  industry  that  feeds  us.  Its  not  just  about 
whether  we  have  balanced  budgets  in  Iowa  or  our  nation,  or  what  we 
pay  for  food  at  checkout  counters.  This  is  about  the  kind  of 
nation  we  leave  our  children  and  grandchildren,  and  kind  of  image 
we  project  to  the  world. 

What  we  ask  for  need  not  be  expensive  or  costly.  We  have 
current  laws,  regulations  and  mechanisms  that  can  change  things. 
It  simply  means,  we  begin  to  think  in  new  ways.  Its  what  we  country 
folks  call  a  simple  attitude  adjustment. 

We  have  another  saying  here  in  rural  Iowa,  apparently  much 
like  you  have  in  Rural  Texas,  Mr.  Chairman.  "This  dog  won't  hunt 
anymore ,  its  time  to  look  for  a  new  one . " 

We  are  without  question  at  a  crossroads!  We  can  continue  to 
pursue  current  policy,  and  fully  realize  that  public  policy 
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designed  to  encourage  or  economically  force  human  resources  from 
our  farms  and  rural  communities  into  the  inter-city,  will  not  only 
have  a  negative  impact  on  our  rural  infrastructure,  it  most 
certainly  must  contribute  significantly  to  the  ever  rising 
unemployment,  homelessness,  hunger,  crime,  and  drug  problems  in  our 
cities. 

Or  we  can  chart  a  new  course.  We  may  actually  find  it  is  in 
the  vested  best  interest  of  our  nation  as  a  whole,  to  pursue  public 
policy  that  encourages  more  of  our  children  in  4-H  barns,  rather 
than  on  dark  and  deserted  street  corners  in  the  ghettos  of  our 
intercities. 

The  only  unanswered  question  is,  do  we  a  nation  and  our  own 
government  have  the  vision,  the  commitment  and  the  courage  to  chart 
this  new  course! 

The  choice  is  ours,  and  the  time  to  answer  that  question  is 
now! 

I  will  close  by  publicly  thanking  Willie  Nelson  and  Farm  Aid. 
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STATEMENT   TO 

THE   HOUSE   COMMITTEE   ON  AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE   ON   DEPARTMENT   OPERATIONS   AND 

NUTRITION  DURING  THE   IOWA   FIELD  HEARING  ON 

PROGRAM   EFFECTIVENESS 

REGARDING   THE   PROBLEM  OF   DISCRIMINATION  BY   THE 

FARMERS   HOME   ADMINISTRATION   AGAINST   MINORITY 

FARMERS 

by 

THE   LAND   LOSS   PREVENTION   PROJECT 

April  23,   1993 

I.    INTRODUCTION. 

The  Land  Loss  Prevention  Project,  Inc.,  on  behalf 
of  its  clients,  submits  the  following  statement  to  the 
House  Committee  On  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  On 
Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  for  April  23,  1993 
Iowa  field  hearing  on  Farm  Program  Effectiveness.  We 
respectfully  request  this  statement  be  entered  as  part 
of  the  record  of  the  hearing. 

The  Land  Loss  Prevention  Project  (LLP?)  is  a 
nonprofit,   public  interest  law  firm  created  by  the 
North  Carolina  Association  of  Black  Lawyers  in  1983  in 
response  to  its  deep  concern  about  the  unprecedented 
decline  in  the  number  of  small  farmers  and  minority 
landowners  in  North  Carolina.   The  mission  of  LLPP  is  to 
utilize  its  legal  expertise  and  skills  in  community 
education  and  advocacy  to  address  legal  and  economic 
problems  associated  with  the  loss  of  small  farmers  and 
rural  landowners.   LLPP  is  governed  by  a  multi-racial 
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18-member  Board  of  Directors,  comprised  of  lawyers  and 
farmers . 

LLPP  provides  free  legal  representation  to  small 
farmers  and  minority  landowners  threatened  with  the  loss 
of  their  land.   The  majority  of  LLPP's  cases  involve  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA) ,  including  debt 
restructuring  and  discrimination  issues.   LLPP  provides 
advice,  technical  assistance,  and  training  to  other 
attorneys  and  advocates  who  are  assisting  farmers  with 
limited  resources.   LLPP  has  also  provided  community 
education  training  and  materials  to  more  than  20,000 
persons . 
LLPP  provides  free  legal  and  technical  assistance  to  North 
Carolina  community  based  economic  development  groups  seeking  to 
address  the  rural  crisis.   LLPP  specializes  in  efforts  that  assist 
farmers  in  developing  alternative  crops  and  in  developing 
alternative  markets,  as  well  as  efforts  that  assist  landowners  in 
developing  alternative,  more  profitable  uses  for  their  land. 

LLPP  is  a  member  of  the  Community  Reinvestment  Association  of 
North  Carolina.   LLPP  is  also  a  member  of  the  National  Family  Farm 
Coalition,  an  organization  comprised  of  38  rural  advocacy  and  farm 
organizations  over  30  states  committed  to  the  survival  of  family 
farming  and  to  the  ethnic,  regional,  and  economic  diversity  in 
farming  to  sustain  our  rural  communities. 

In  this  statement  we  will  concentrate  our  discussion  on  the 
need  for  Congress  to  finally  take  steps  to  address  the  problem  of 
discrimination  in  the  delivery  of  services  by  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  agencies,  especially  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration. 

II.   BACKGROUND. 

Beginning  long  before  the  rural  crisis  of  the  1980s,  minority 
farmers  have  been  riding  a  long  road  to  extinction.   The  financial 
and  credit  problems  in  agriculture  of  the  past  decade  have  had  a 
disproportionate  adverse  inpact  on  minority  farmers. 
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Minority  farmers  have  in  recent  years  been  going  out  of 
business  at  3.24  times  the  rate  of  majority  farmers.   Of  all 
minority  groups,  black  farmers  have  suffered  the  most.   In  the 
United  States,  between  1920  and  1987,  the  number  of  white-operated 
farms  declined  63  percent.   During  the  same  period,  however,  the 
number  of  black-operated  farms  declined  97.5  percent;  from  a  high 
of  925,710  to  22,954. 

The  decline  in  the  number  of  minority  farmers  in  North 
Carolina  is  a  staggering  example  of  the  national  trend.   For  the 
ten  year  period  of  1978  to  1987,  more  than  half  the  state's 
minority-operated  farms  closed  down,  reducing  the  number  from 
6,966  to  3,003.   In  North  Carolina,  between- 1978  and  1987,  the 
number  of  black-operated  farms  declined  from  5,820  to  2,640,  a  55 
percent  decline.   During  the  same  decade,  the  number  of  Native- 
American-operated  farms  fell  from  1,108  to  653,  a  drop  of  more 
than  40  percent . 

The  ramifications  of  this  trend  of  land  loss  are  grave  and 
far-reaching.   If  the  current  rate  of  loss  continues,  by  the  year 
2000,  there  will  not  be  any  minority  farmers  remaining. 

The  causes  of  such  land  loss  are  no  mystery.   Minority 
farmers  have  been  regularly  excluded  from  purchasing  land,  denied 
credit  by  government  and  private  lenders,  and  discriminated 
against  with  regard  to  access  to  federal  agriculture  assistance. 
Moreover,  unscrupulous,  manipulative  property  transfers  -- 
including  partition  and  tax  sales,  as  well  as  adverse  possession 
--  have  deprived  countless  minority  heirs  of  their  rightful  land.l 

Ironically,  much  of  the  discrimination  that  contributed  to 
minority  farm  failure  can  be  traced  to  the  very  institution 
designed  to  help  these  farmers.   Congress  created  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration  (FmHA) ,  an  agency  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  (USDA) ,  in  response  to  the  Great  Depression,  as  the 
"lender  of  last  resort"  for  farmers  who  could  not  obtain  credit 
elsewhere  and  as  a  provider  of  technical  assistance  to  beginning 
farmers.   However,  investigations  conducted  by  Congress,  the 


^See.  generally.  U.S.  Comm'n  on  Civil  Rights,  The  Decline  of  Black  Farming  in 
America  (1982)  . 
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United  States  Commission  on  Civil  Rights,  and  USDA  have  uncovered 
widespread  discriminatory  practices  by  local  FmHA  employees  -- 
practices  that  have  cost  minority  farmers  loan  approval,  loan 
servicing,  and  farm  management  assistance. 2 

As  detrimental  as  overt  discrimination  can  be,  equally 
dcunaging  is  the  pattern  of  benign  neglect  by  FmHA.  Many  minority 
farmers  never  learn  of  the  many  support  services  available  to 
them,  including  low  interest  rates  for  limited  resource  farmers 
and  farm  ownership  loans  for  socially  disadvantaged  farmers. 
Also,  minority  farmers  in  financial  distress  often  do  not  receive 
reliable  and  comprehensible  advice  from  FmHA  in  time  to  prevent 
foreclosure. 3 

III.  EFFORTS  TO  ADDRESS  THE  DISCRIMINATION  PROBLEM. 

The  original  plan  of  the  Land  Loss  Prevention  Project  (LLPP) 
was  to  file  a  North  Carolina  class  action  alleging  discrimination 
by  FmHA  against  minority  and  female  farmers.   The  Administrative 
Complaint  we  filed  with  USDA,  along  with  several  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  (FOIA)  requests,  in  November,  1987,  were  part  of 
this  effort  --to  give  the  agency  a  chance  to  address  the  problem 
and  to  gain  evidence  needed  to  sustain  the  class  action.   At 
first,  USDA  responded  by  playing  an  administrative  shell  game, 
indicating  that  LLPP  must  first  prove  that  our  clients  met  the 
class  action  requirements  of  Rule  23  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil 
Procedure  before  USDA  would  address  the  Administrative  Complaint . 
Additionally,  USDA  responded  to  the  FOIA  requests  by  indicating 
that  the  requested  documents  did  not  exist.   Rather  than  playing 
the  administrative  shell  game,  we  decided  to  continue  with  our 
community  education  (client  development)  efforts  and  prepare  to 
file  the  case  in  federal  court. 

In  October,  1989,  LLPP  and  several  organizations  who  were 
working  on  this  problem  as  well,  including  the  Fanners'  Legal 


^See.  generally.  Id.  :  House  Conan.  on  Gov-i  r.r.-nt  Operations,  The  Minority 
Fanner:   A  Disappear ina  American  Resour-r-:  H..£  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Been  the  Primary  Catalyst?.  H.R.  Rep.  Nc.  •-;.  IMst  Cong.,  2d  Sess .  (1990). 

^1^ 


342 


Action  Group  (FLAG) ,  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition,  and  the 
Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives,  joined  forces  to  address  the 
long-standing  pattern  and  practice  of  discrimination  and  benign 
neglect  against  minority  farmers  by  FmHA.   The  strategy  adopted 
included  individual  legal  representation,  community  education, 
attorney  training,  federal  policy  advocacy  to  reform  farm  credit 
laws,  and  federal  national  class  action  litigation  to  reform  FmHA- 
This  report  will  focus  on  the  litigation,  policy,  and  legislative 
efforts. 

A.    Federal  Litigation  Strategy. 

In  February,  1990  LLPP  and  FLAG  filed  a  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  {FOIA)^  request  with  USDA,  to  which  USDA  did  not 
respond.   In  July,  1990  FLAG  and  LLPP  filed  a  lawsuit  against  FmHA 
and  USDA  pursuant  to  FOIA.   The  purpose  of  the  request  and  the 
subsequent  legal  action  was  to  obtain  evidence  necessary  to  prove 
discrimination  and  neglect  to  the  court  and  to  the  Congress.   In 
1991,  after  the  persistent  litigation  efforts  by  FLAG  and  LLPP, 
FmHA  delivered  over  25,000  pages  of  documents.   Many  documents 
showed  past  practices  of  discrimination  and  a  consistent  failure 
by  FmHA  or  USDA  to  address  the  problem. 

In  September,  1991,  FLAG  and  LLPP  filed  a  motion  to  amend  the 
complaint  to  include  the  discrimination  allegations  and  change  the 
FOIA  case  to  a  discrimination  national  class  action.   The  motion 
to  amend  to  add  the  discrimination  claims  was  denied.   With  the 
delivery  of  the  documents  and  settlement  of  the  attorney  fees 
issue,  the  FOIA  litigation  will  be  dismissed  shortly. 

Our  goal  in  seeking  the  documents  was  to  obtain  information 
necessary  to  file  a  class  action  suit  against  FmHA.   Litigation  c: 
other  impact  effort  is  extremely  important,  given  FitiHA's 
persistetit  disregard  for  equal  opportunity  and  access.   The 
national  network  of  farmer  advocacy  efforts  has  gone  a  long  way  ir. 
educating  farmers  of  their  rights  as  borrowers  and  holding  the 
lending  agency's  "feet  to  the  fire"  to  respect  those  rights. 

*5  U.S.C.  S  552. 
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However,  too  many  farmers  still  face  discrimination  and  lack  the 
tools  to  take  any  significant  action.   A  class  action  suit  --  by 
virtue  of  its  initiation  and  the  ensuing  litigation,  along  with 
what  we  hope  will  be  a  favorable  judgment  --  will  certainly  send  a 
strong  message  throughout  the  agency  and  create  the  leverage 
farmers  need  to  exercise  their  rights  at  the  local  level. 
The  litigation  team,  mainly  with  the  assistance  of  a 
Washington,  DC  law  firm.  Shea  &  Gardner,  who  agreed  to  assist  us 
on  this  case  pro  bono,    spent  much  of  1992  analyzing  the  documents 
received  from  USDA.   Unfortunately  analysis  of  the  documents  has 
led  us  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  not  yet  enough  current 
information  to  sustain  a  discrimination  class  action.   The 
evidence  of  discrimination  was  too  outdated  to  meet  any  relevant 
statute  of  limitations  and  the  record  keeping  practices  of  FmHA 
was  so  inadequate,  despite  regulatory  requirements  to  the 
contrary,  that  proving  individual  instances  of  discrimination 
would  be  very  difficult  with  the  documents  provided. 

B.    Legislative  Strategy. 

Any  litigation  or  administrative  effort  will  also  have  the 
effect  of  supplementing  the  legislative  effort.   The  centerpiece 
of  the  legislative  strategy  is  a  bill  entitled  the  Minority 
Farmers'  Rights  Act,^  introduced  in  1990  by  Congressman  Mike  Espy 
(D.  Miss.)  and  Senator  Wyche  Fowler  (D.  Ga.).   To  help  with 
enactment  of  this  bill,  on  July  25,  1990,  LLPP,  FLAG,  and  other 
advocates  testified  before  the  House  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  Subcommittee  on  Government  Information,  Justice,  and 
Agriculture,  detailing  the  need  for  congressional  intervention 
into  the  problem.'^  Congress  incorporated  parts  of  the  Minority 
Farmers'  Rights  bill  into  the  1990  Farm  Bill,"^  but  riot  enough  to 
fully  address  the  problem.   One  such  provision  authorized  $10 


5h.R.  5198  (1990);  S.  ,2881  (1990). 

^Decline  of  Minoriry  Farming  in  the  Hnirgd  States:  Hearing  Before  the 
(Sovernment  Information.  Juatiee.  and  Agriculture  Subcommittee  of  thft  Committee 
on  House  roiimittee  on  Government  Operations.  101st  Cong.,  2d  Sess.(1990). 
"'Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act,  Pub.  L.  No.  101-624,  §2501, 
104  Stat.  4062-4065  (1990). 
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million  for  each  of-  the  next  five  fiscal  years  to  be  appropriated 
to  educational  institutions  and  community  based  organizations  that 
provide  technical  assistance  to  minority  farmers. ^   After  many 
years  of  trying,  with  no  support  from  the  Administration,  Congress 
appropriated  $1  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30, 
1993.5   Finally,  convincing  USDA  to  issue  procedures  to  spend 
these  few  funds  has  been  difficult. 

C.    Administrative  Rule  Making  Activities. 

The  overall  problem  is  two-fold:   (1)  failure  of  local  FmHA 
officials  to  obey  anti-discrimination  laws;  and  (2)  failure  of 
national  FmHA  and  USDA  officials  to  promulgate  procedures  to  force 
local  officials  to  obey  the  law  and  to  give  local  farmers  adequate 
administrative  relief  when  they  have  been  discriminated  against. 
To  address  the  overall  problem,  given  the  apparent  unfeasibility 
of  national  litigation  at  this  time,  on  September  24,  1992,  FLAG 
and  LLPP  filed  a  Petition  for  Rule  Making  with  USDA  pursuant  to 
the  Administrative  Procedure  Act.^O  Using  this  procedure,  we  are 
asking  USDA  to  finally  promulgate  regulations  effectively 
enforcing  anti-discrimination  laws,  including  thorough 
investigation  of  every  claim  of  discrimination  and  giving  victims 
of  discrimination  a  proper  administrative  avenue  to  address 
discriminatory  acts.   Depending  on  USDA's  response  to  this 
petition,  litigation  may  be  forthcoming.   If  USDA  responds  by 
initiating  a  rule  making  procedure,  our  coalition  of  groups  will 
propose  specific  regulations.   As  of  the  date  of  this  report,  USDA 
has  not  given  any  response  to  the  petition,  not  even  to 
acknowledge  its  receipt. 

IV.   NEXT  STEPS. 


8pub.  L.  No.  101-624,  §2501(a),  104  Stat.  4062  (1990). 

^Report  102-815,  Conference  Report  to  accompany  H.R.  5487  --  Making 

Appropriations  for  Agriculture,  Rural  Development.  Food  and  Drug 

Administration,  and  Related  Agencies  Programs  for  the  FJSgal  Y^ar  Ending 

September  30.  1993.  and  for  Other  Purposes  17  (1992). 

IO5  U.S.C.  §  553(e);  7  C.F.R.  §  1.28. 
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The  election  of  a  President  Bill  Clinton  and  the  appointment 
of  Secretary  Mike  Espy,  who  is  sensitive  to  the  problem  of 
discriminatory  conduct  by  USDA,  agencies  offers  new  hope  that  this 
problem  can  be  addressed  through  statutory  and  regulatory  action, 
rather  than  further  litigation,   with  this  possibility  in  mind,  as 
we  have  communicated  with  Secretary  Espy  and  various  members  of 
the  Presidential  Transition  Team,  we  urge  the  103rd  Congress  to 
take  the  following  steps: 

a.  Mandate  USDA  to  respond  fully  and  faithfully  to  the 
Petition  for  Rule  Making,  implementing  the  remedies 
demanded  on  page  31  of  the  Petition. 

b.  Implement  additional  necessary  statutory  and 
regulatory  remedies  to  correct  the  problems  and  to 
help  increase  the  number  of  minority-operated 
farms.   Provisions  of  the  aforementioned  Minority 
Farmers'  Rights  BillH  can  be  a  starting  point  for 
a  comprehensive  approach. 

c.  Fully  appropriate  federal  dollars  to  provide 
outreach  and  technical  assistance  to  minority 
farmers . ^2 

d.  Promulgate  procedures  to  expend  funds  already 
appropriated  to  provide  outreach  and  technical 
assistance  to  minority  farmers  .  ■'■■^ 

e.  Make  administrative,  policy,  and  personnel  changes 
in  USDA,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the 
following : 

1.    Appointment  of  top  USDA  officials, 

including  the  Administrator  of  FmHA  and 
the  Director  and  Assistant  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Advocacy  and  Enterprise 
(OAE) ,  who  are  truly  committed  to  equal 
opportunity  and  civil  rights  enforcement. 
The  nomination  and  confirmation  of 
Congressman  Mike  Espy  to  be  Secretary  of 


IIh.R.  5198  (1990);  S.  2881  (1990). 

^^Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Tracie  Ace,  Pub.  L.  No.  101-624, 

§2501(a),  104  Stat.  4062  (1990). 

l^see  Report  102-815,  Conference  Report  c c  .i-company  H.R.  5487  --  Making 

Appropriations  for  Agriculture.  Rural  Dev-r i:i:m.?ni:  .  Food  and  Drua 

Administration,  and  Related  Agencies  Picgl  ,r..-    i:i    the  Fiscal  Year  Ending 

September  30.  1993.  and  for  Other  Purees-.  .'   1=^2). 
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Agriculture  is  an  important  first  step  in 
reforming  USDA. 

2.  Requiring  OAE  to  fully  investigate  all 
allegations  of  discrimination  by 
applicants  for,  or  recipients  of,  USDA 
services  --  setting  deadlines  and 
standards  for  initiating  and  completing 
each  investigation. 

3.  Empowering  OAE,  upon  finding  of 
discrimination  in  individual  cases,  to 
impose  remedial  measures  in  addition  to 
those  that  may  be  imposed  by  the 
administrative  appeals  division. 

4.  Giving  OAE  the  authority,  with  sufficient 
budget  and  staff,  to  investigate  and 
address  systemic  problems  of 
discrimination  within  USDA. 

5.  Reintroduction  and  enactment  of  USDA 
administrative  appeals  reform 
legislation. ^^ 

6.  Implementation  of  reforms  outlined  on 
page  31  of  the  Petition  for  Rule  Making. 


V.    CONCLUSION. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  co  present  this  statement  to 
the  subcommittee.   It  is  our  hope  that  Congress  will  address  the 
problems  of  inadequate  delivery  of  services  to  minority  farmers  by 
FmHA. 


'S.3119  (1992) 
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IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


FEDERATION  OF  SOUTHERN  COOPERATIVES, 
MISSISSIPPI  ASSOCIATION  OF  COOPERATIVES 
ALABAMA  COOPERATIVES  ASSOCIATION 
ALVIN  STEPPES  and  WELCHEL  LONG, 

Petitioners, 


PETITION  FOR 
RULEMAKING  PURSUANT 
TO  5  U.S.C.  §  553(e), 
7  C.F.R.  §  1.28 


I.    PRELIMINARY  STATEMENT 

1 .  For  decades,  the  Fanners  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  has  been  condemned  for 
its  inadequate  service  to  African-American  farmers  and  for  its  refusal  to  respond  to  reports  of 
blatant  race  discrimination  by  local-level  FmHA  officials.  The  United  States  Civil  Rights 
Commission  issued  a  comprehensive  report  in  1982  which  criticized  nearly  every  aspect  of  the 
government's  civil  rights  enforcement  efforts  and  delivery  of  program  benefits  to 
African-American  farmers.  In  light  of  the  staggering  rate  of  African-American  land  loss 
contrasted  with  white  land  loss,  the  Commission  issued  the  ominous  warning  that,  "[unless 
things  change],  there  will  be  virtually  no  blacks  operating  farms  in  this  country  by  the  end  of 
the  next  decade."' 

2.  Things  have  not  changed.  During  the  farm  crisis  years  of  1982  to  1987,  the 
number  of  African- American-operated  farms  declined  30.9  percent,  as  compared  to  a  6.6  percent 
decline  in  the  number  of  white-operated  farms.  In  1979,  129  FmHA  farm  ownership  (FO)  loans 


'    U.S.  Comm'n  on  Civil  Rights,  The  Decline  of  Black  Farminp  in  America  at  2  (1982). 
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were  made  to  African-American  fanners  in  Mississippi,  Alabama,  and  Georgia;  by  1986,  the 
number  of  FO  loans  for  African-American  farmers  had  declined  to  8. 

3.  In  1990,  the  Acting  Director  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture's 
(USDA's)  Civil  Rights  Office  admitted  to  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee  that 
"PPmHA]  is  frequently  in  noncompliance  with  civil  rights  requirements  at  the  local  level."  After 
receiving  voluminous  testimony,  the  committee  concluded  in  its  report  that  "FmHA  has  been  a 
catalyst  in  the  decline  of  minority  farming."' 

4.  The  named  Petitioners  are  individual  African-American  FmHA  borrowers  and 
organizations  which  are  comprised  of  and  assist  African-American  farmers.  In  this  petition,  they 
seek  promulgation  of  regulations  that  will  put  a  halt  to  the  nauonal  USDA  and  FmHA  offices' 
practice  of  acquiescing  in  local-level  discrimination  against  African-American  farmers  and  to 
force  FmHA  to  take  all  actions  required  by  law  to  root  out  all  such  discrimination.  Specifically, 
they  ask  the  Secretary  to  promulgate  regulations  that  will  stop,  and  correct,  (1)  FmHA's 
exclusion  of  discrimination  complaints  from  the  agency's  independent  appeal  system;  (2)  the 
Department's  procedurally  and  substantively  bankrupt  "process"  for  investigating  and  resolving 
complaints  of  discrimination;  and  (3)  the  Department's  systematic  and  conscious  refusal  to 
comply  with  civil  rights  requirements  —  requirements  which  ensure  that  FmHA  programs 
operate  free  of  race  discrimination  against  African-American  farmers. 

3.  Petitioners  request  that  the  Secretary  issue  public  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  rulemaking  procedure  to  consider  this  pedtion,  and  that  the  Secretary  conduct  public  hearings 
on  Petitioners'  request 


'  Comm.  on  Gov't  Operations,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  The  Minority  Farmer:  A 
Disappearing  American  Resource:  Has  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  Been  the  Primary 
Catalyst?.  H.R.  101-984,  at  39,  41  (1990). 


-2- 

(The  complete  report  is  held  in  the  committee  files.) 
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'Burn  down  your  cities  and  leave  our  farms  and  your  cities 

wilt  spriny  up  ayain  as  if  by  may  icy  but  destroy  our  farms 

and  yrass  will  yrow  in  the  streets  of  every  city  in  the 

country. ' 
William  Jennings  Byran 

Dear  President  Clinton: 

My  family  lives  on  a  farm.   I  grew  up  on  the  farm  and  I  believe 
it  was  a  great  experience,  except  for  the  hassle  over  the  threat  of 
possibly  losing  the  farm.  We  have  worked  very  hard  to  save  our  farm 
and  other  family  farms  for  the  last  7  years.  The  education  our  whole 
family  has  received  through  this  experience  has  been  extraordinary 
and  has  changed  all  of  our  lives. 

Once  upon  a  time  we  were  sweet  and  conservative  members  of 
the  farming  community  and  really  did  not  know  about  other  members 
of  our  society.  We  had  no  idea  of  what  parity  or  economics  meant 
and  did  not  care  either.  We  depended  on  Reaganomics  and  Nixon 
whole  heartily.  Loans  were  often  taken  out  to  help  pay  for 
equipment,  houses,  and  college.  The  loans  were  taken  out  from  the 
Farmer's  Home  Administration  (FmHA) 

Before,  we  became  educated  we  believed  that  the  Farmer's 
Home  Administration  understood  farm  economics  and  we  also 
thought  they  were  honest.  The  FmHA  could  have  told  us  to  go  jump  in 
a  lake,  and  thinking  that  they  knew  what  was  necessary  to  farm 
profitably,  we  would  have  gone  home  and  put  our  swimsuits  on.  In 
reality  they  are  a  corrupt  department    They  loaned  money  out  to 
trusting  farmers,  then  ignored  their  own  rules  so  the  farmers  could 
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noi  pay  oacK  meir  loans,  rnis  resuuea  in  an  enormous  an^iouni  or 
farm  foreclosures. 

We  have  learned  that  there  Is  a  deep  deep  infection  that  exists 
all  over  our  nation,  but  just  happens  to  be  very  evident  in  our 
segment  of  society.  We  have  learned  that  farmers  are  the  canaries 
in  the  mines    What  happens  to  the  farmers  usually  ends  up  happening 
to  society.   Iti  the  late  1970's  and  1980s  farms  were  being 
foreclosed  on  daily.  Today,  it  seems  there  are  more  and  more 
homeless  because  they  are  unable  to  meet  expenses.  The  farmers 
experienced  the  recession"  before  the  rest  of  society.  In  economics 
they  talk  of  leading  indicators  as  being  construction  permits  and  the 
amount  of  money  people  spend,  but  they  should  take  a  look  at  family 
farms  and  see  what  is  happening  with  the  economy. 

The  problem  my  family  is  experiencing  is  a  farm  crisis.  But. 
we  have  a  deep  and  scary  crisis  in  other  sectors  of  our  society.  It  is 
called  a  deficit.  It  is  called  the  Savings  and  Loan  bailout.  Our  cities 
and  counties  can  no  longer  provide  just  the  basic  services.  Our 
health  and  education  systems  are  failing.  Over  one-fourth  of  our 
children  are  living  in  poverty.  Our  families  are  failing  and  there  are 
now  more  single  parent  households  in  America  than  ever  before.  We 
have  respectable  people  and  families  who  are  now  homeless.  There 
are  lines  and  lines  of  people  becoming  chronically  hopeless,  but  we 
have  declared  a  war  on  drugs  and  are  building  new  prisons  to  house 
these  humans.  We  have  a  PEOPLE  CRISIS. 

Every  farmer  knows  he  is  controlled  and  affected  by 
government  policies.  He  sees  his  prices  (wages)  come  down  when 
imports  come  in.  Why  import  things  we  already  have  or  can  make 
ourselves?  We  are  allowing  imports  to  come  in  by  the  ton.  yet 


351 


supplies  outweigh  the  deniand  and  we  have  a  surplus. 

It  would  make  sense  to  sell  all  we  have  at  parity  prices,  then 
if  that  is  not  enough,  allow  just  enough  imports  in  to  meet  the 
demand.  This  way  we  would  be  at  the  point  of  equilibrium,  a  great 
economic  stimulator.  There  would  be  neither  a  surplus  nor  a 
shortage.  All  of  the  Americans  goods  would  be  bought,  reducing 
unemployment  and  stimulating  the  economy.    It  is  sickening  that  we 
have  not  only  lost  dollars  that  could  have  been  earned  and  spent  here 
but  we  have  also  contributed  to  the  deficit.  We  have  also  lost  the 
jobs  that  could  get  people  off  welfare,  drugs,  and  the  streets.  Maybe 
I'm  stupid,  but  it  seems  to  me  if  we  use  it  at  home,  we  should  make 
it  at  home  and  home  should  come  first,  not  only  for  the  American 
people,  but  also  for  the  American  government. 

Farmers  know  what  welfare  is.  We  are  told  we  receive  it 
through  our  subsidies.  We  feel  hostile  accepting  these  payments  but 
we  must  have  them  to  survive  and  to  pay  our  debts    Wouldn't  it  be 
better  if  farmers  received  a  fair  price  rather  than  tax  dollars?  Ths 
corporations  get  more  subsidies  than  they  pay  in  taxes.  They  like 
farmers  to  get  subsidies  because  they  want  farmers  to  stay  down. 
If  we  stop  subsidies  for  corporations  and  make  them  pay  their  fair 
share  of  taxes,  the  farmers  will  have  a  better  chance  to  compete,  it 
seems  that  the  ones  with  the  money  do  not  pay  taxes  while  the  ones 
who  do  not  have  much  to  spare  pay  the  most  taxes. 

There  are  three  companies  that  sell  95%  of  the  grain  that  U  S 
farmers  and  the  rest  of  the  world  grow    The  oats  you  are  eating  for 
breakfast  to  prevent  cancer  are  being  shipped  in  from  Venezuela 
while  our  American  oats  are  unsold    These  companies  are  making  a 
profit  by  receiving  a  subsidy  on  the  transactions  and  thus  contribute 
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10  T.ne  aencu.  mere  are  aiso  mree  companies  mai  nanaie  uie  rneai 
in  this  country.  They  often  recruit  untrained  foreign  labor.  Maybe 
that  is  why  meat  was  contaminated. 

The  average  family  farmer  is  now  in  their  50*s.   I  have  seen  the 
fun  go  out  of  our  lives.  I  will  go  to  the  city  to  find  work  because 
there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  future  in  farming.  Going  to  the  city  to 
find  work  seems  to  be  a  common  idea  among  farmers'  children.  With 
less  and  less  people  going  into  farming  who  is  going  to  grow  our 
food  when  farmers  become  weary,  sick,  and  old?  Will  we  be  buying 
our  food  from  an  insurance  company?  Or  maybe  a  foreign 
conglomerate? 

Our  parents  must  find  other  work  to  meet  their  rising 
expenses.  But  both  spouses  in  urban  areas  also  must  work  to  meet 
necessary  expenses.  They  know  what  it  is  like  to  work  hard  for  low 
wages  and  not  be  able  to  make  it    I  thought  about  minimum  wage 
earners  but  how  many  are  able  to  feed,  house  and  clothe  a  family  on 
minimum  wage?  It  is  almost  impossible  without  some  kind  of  help 
Welfare  pays  the  same  without  the  hassle.  The  tendency  is  to  have 
more  children  for  more  income  just  as  the  farmer  must  produce 
more  to  increase  his  income.  What  does  welfare  do  to  a  persons 
self-esteem?  It  decreases  it.  Doesn  t  this  contribute  to  our  drug 
problem?  Remember,  the  corrupt  and  powerful  like  poverty  because 
they  can  easily  manipulate  people  who  are  down. 

The  backbone  of  this  country  has  always  been  families.  The 
family  owned  business,  the  family  owned  farm  and  the  family  of 
workers  who  once  produced  all  that  was  sold  in  the  United  States. 
We  are  losing  our  backbones  to  the  multi-national  corporations  and 
foreign  interests.  If  we  continue  to  sell  out  our  American  dreams. 
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we  will  have  sold  the  heart  of  America. 

In  the  1950's  the  percentage  of  family  farms  was  6^,  now  it  is 
less  than  2%.  Farmers  received  fair  prices  and  the  economy  was 
strong.  We  wouldn't  need  more  taxes,  Mr.  President,  if  we  had  more 
taxpayers.  We  can't  have  more  taxpayers  if  we  don't  make  a  profit  in 
our  work  or  our  t)usinesses.   "As  America's  production 
industries  go,  so  goes  America...' 

Just  In  case  you  did  not  get  this  out  of  the  essay,  Mr.  President,  the 
point  Is,  If  America  comes  first,  the  economy  will  follow  and  farms 
are  a  big  part  of  America. 
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Association  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District  Commissioners 

201  Curtiss  Hall.  ISU  -  Ames,  lA  50011  -  Phone  (515)  294-0893  -  FAX  (515)  294-0530 
April  20,  1993 


The  Honorable  Charles  Stenholm 

Chair,  U.S.  House  Agriculture  Subcommittee 

Department  of  Operations  and  Nutrition 

RE:  Special  Field  Hearing  Testimony 

April  23,  1993,  Iowa  State  University 

Dear  Representative  Stenholm: 

Please  enter  the  following  statement  of  the  Iowa  Association  of  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  District  Commissioners  into  the  Special  Field  Hearing  testimony 
to  be  conducted  at  Iowa  State  University,  Ames,  Iowa  on  April  23,  1993; 

The  Iowa  Association  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District  Commissioners 
(lASWCDC)  represents  the  100  soil  and  water  conservation  districts,  governed 
by  the  500  elected  soil  and  water  conservation  district  commissioners. 
These  unpaid  elected  volunteers  (voaeii,  sen,  famers,  educators  and  business) 
contribute  over  70  person  years  of  tlae  each  year  in  carrying  out  the  prograa 
■andated  by  Iowa  law  to  proaote  an  Integrated  approach  to  natural  resource 
■anageaent. 

We  strongly  recoanend  that  any  new  structuring  of  DSDA  be  designed  to  build  on 
the  successes  we  have  In  place  In  Iowa.   It  is  essential  that  the  technically 
trained  staff  of  SOS  be  a  part  of  any  new  natural  resource  agency  within  DSDA. 

Their  one-on-one  approach,  in  providing  technical  assistance  through 
conservation  districts  is  critical  to  help  farmers  meet  environmental  needs. 
We  must  maintain  the  local  delivery  system  which  was  established  bv  the 
Roosevelt  Administration  in  the  1930s. 

We  want  to  stress  the  following  points  to  consider  In  any  restructuring  of 
nSDA: 

1.  Maintain  a  proven  local  delivery  system  for  federal  technical  assistance, 
channeled  through  soil  and  water  conservation  districts. 

2.  Increase  voluntary  incentive  driven  approaches  through  partnerships  with 
government  and  private  enterprise.   The  conservation  partnership  in  Iowa 
begins  with  the  thousands  of  Iowa  farmers  cooperating  with  their  local  soil 
and  water  conservation  district. 

3.  In  considering  any  streamlining  of  USDA  and  in  eliminating  waste,  it  is 
important  to  maintain  sufficient  federal  field  staff  and  funding  to  address 
the  soil  and  water  resources  commitments  of  the  conservation  provisions  of  the 
1985  and  1990  farm  bills.   SCS  is  working  with  more  than  70,000  Iowa  farmers 
to  carry  out  the  conservation  work  outlined  in  more  than  130,000  conservation 
compliance  plans.   In  addition  34,000  Conservation  Reserve  Program  contracts 
are  in  need  of  servicing  along  with  technical  assistance  on  462  wetland 
reserve  projects.   The  Watershed,  Resource  Conservation  and  Development 
(RC&D);  and  Soil  Survey  Programs  are  providing  flood  protection,  rural 
development  and  quality  resource  assistance  and  management  tools,  unequaled  In 
the  world. 
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(Page  2,  Subcommittee  Hearing) 

4.   Provide  the  natural  resources  agency  with  sufficient  funding  and  authority 
to  offer  an  incentive  driven  total  resources  management  program. 

We  strongly  agree  with  the  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  and 
National  Association  of  State  Conservation  Agencies  conservation  partnership 
position  statement,  stressing  the  need  to  improve  efficiency,  improve  customer 
service  and  concentrate  on  resources  at  the  field  level.   "Aaerlca  aust  have  a 
D.S.  Departaent  of  Agricaltnre  that  aalntalns  a  strong  conservation  and 
environaental  focas  to  help  faraers,  ranchers  and  other  land  users  aeet  their 
prodoction  goal*  in  an  environaentally  responsible  aanner." 

Create  a  aingle  Natural  Resources  Agency  to  adainlster  all  DSDA  conservation 
prograas  for  nonfederal  lands. 

1.  USDA  production  adjustment  and  loan  programs  should  be  administered 
separately  from  the  natural  resources  program.  However,  all  USDA  agencies 
could  share  office  space  and  some  information  and  administrative  support 
functions. 

2.  The  new  Natural  Resources  Agency  must  utilize  the  resources  and  authorities 
of  state  agencies  and  local  conservation  districts,  as  well  as  private  sector 
partners,  to  provide  conservation  assistance  to  land  managers. 

3.  The  partnership  supports  actions  that:  streamlines  administration  with  a 
higher  percentage  of  technical  field  staff  at  the  field  office  level,  enabling 
the  customer  to  develop  a  total  natural  resource  plan  based  on  consistent 
technical  standards;  and  promote  an  integrated,  holistic  approach  to  solving 
natural  resource  and  environmental  problems. 

In  Iowa  we  have  a  history  of  over  50  years  working  with  USDA  and  our  state 
agencies.   Because  of  the  unique  nature  of  the  SCS-district  relationship,  our 
conservation  district  offices  and  SCS  field  offices  are  co-located  in  all 
cases.   If  an  environmentally  sound  agriculture  is  to  prevail,  a  team  approach 
is  essential. 

The  teas  of  soil  and  water  conservation  districts  Including  a  natural 
resources  coaponent  of  DSDA,  state  agencies,  business  and  environaental 
interests  needs  to  be  at  the  heart  of  the  infrastructure  with  a  voluntary 
incentive-driven  prograa  . 

As  an  example,  USDA  agencies;  the  Division  of  Soil  Conservation,  Iowa 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Land  Stewardship;  businesses  and  environmental 
organizations  have  joined  lASWCDC  in  the  "Farming  2000  Expo"  scheduled  for 
November  29  and  30,  1993  to  be  held  In  Hilton  Coliseum,  Ames,  Iowa.   Youth  and 
young  farmers  will  be  actively  Involved  in  demonstrating  opportunities  for  the 
family  farm  in  passing  farms  on  to  the  younger  generation.   Successful  farmers 
will  be  "showing  and  telling"  how  they  have  managed  their  resources  in 
environmentally  sound  and  sustainable  enterprises. 

Sincerely, 


^^-ui^  Ja<ju^ 


J.  Kelly  Tobin 
President 
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National  Family  Farm  Coalition 


110  Maryland  Avenue.  NE,  Suite  307   •   Washington,  DC  20002   •   (202)  S43-5675   •    Fax:  (202)  543-0978 


April    16,    1993 

Ms  .  Sharron  S .  Longino 

Acting  Administrator 

Farmers  Home  Administration 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

5014  South  Building 

Washington,  D.C.   20250 

Dear  Ms.  Longino: 

We  want  to  commend  USDA  Secretary  Mike  Espy  on  his  decision  to 
suspend  FmHA  farm  foreclosures.   The  Administration  is  spreading 
real  hope  in  the  countyside  by  listening  to  and  acting  upon  the 
concerns  of  citizens  who  are  directly  affected  by  federal 
policies.   Farmers  and  advocates  are  looking  forward  to  working 
with  you,  your  staff  and  the  newly  appointed  FmHA  State 
Directors.   We  see  this  time  of  transition  as  an  opportunity  for 
farm  advocates.  State  Directors  and  County  Supervisors  to  return 
to  the  original  mission  of  FmHA  and  make  positive  changes  in 
policy  and  attitude  to  correct  mistakes  that  have  been  made  in 
the  past. 

As  farm  advocates  representing  farmers  and  as  representatives  of 
the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  Credit  Committee,  we  are 
writing  to  express  our  concerns  and  and  to  share  our 
recommendations  concerning  the  independent  review  process.   We 
are  offering  these  suggestions  as  a  follow-up  to  a  very  positive 
conference  call  our  Credit  Committee  members  held  with  the  USDA 
Transition  Team  in  December,  1992,  where  we  raised  many  issues 
and  questions .   We  hope  this  letter  will  be  seen  as  a  laundry 
list  of  concerns  that  are  important  to  the  review  process. 

It  is  essential  that  the  review  process  be  administered 
correctly,  fairly  and  in  a  timely  manner.   We  urge  USDA  to 
complete  and  use  the  Final  Regulations  at  195 1-S  including  the 
extensive  comments  that  were  submitted  in  June,  1992,  rather  than 
the  Interim  Regulations  which  are  now  in  effect.   The  process 
that  USDA  employs  must  be  inclusive  to  ensure  that  the  reviewers 
have  a  complete  picture  of  the  violations  that  may  have  occurred 
on  a  case  by  case  basis.   Mistakes  in  technicalities  may  not  be 
discernable  to  reviewers  if  only  the  FmHA  file  is  reviewed. 

Two  major  priorities  must  be  considered  before  initiating  the 
review  process: 
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1.  Complete  and  publish  the  Final  Regulations  for  the  debt 
restructuring  process  so  they  can  be  used  for  the 
review  process. 

2.  Ensure  broad  publicity  about  the  review  process  in  the 
public  media  and  make  available  to  non-profit  groups 
the  list  of  borrowers  who  are  eligible  for  the  review 
process  so  that  they  may  furnish  information  on 
borrowers'  rights,  advocates  and  resources  available. 

We  would  like  to  cite  priority  items  for  consideration  by  your 
review  team.   The  following  list  is  indicative  of  our  advocates' 
experience  with  FmHA  borrowers.   The  list  includes  some  of  the 
worst,  most  repetitive  problems,  but  it  does  not  imply  that  these 
are  the  only  dilemmas  faced  by  FmHA  borrowers . 

1.  Finalize  the  Regulations  before  holding  any  reviews  or 
taking  any  final  actions; 

The  Interim  Final  Rules  were  published  on  April  30,  1992. 
FmHA  received  many  comments  from  farm  advocates  and  farm 
groups .  These  responses  were  received  within  the  comment 
period  which  ended  June  30,  1992.   It  is  imperative  that 
Final  Regulations  be  promulgated  prior  to  the  review. 

2.  The  "Revolving  Door"  Appeals  Process; 

In  each  of  our  states  from  California  to  North  Caxolina 
there  are  cases  of  farmers  appealing  successfully  only  to 
have  FmHA  fail  to  implement  the  decision.   Even  though  FmHA 
has  specific  instructions  to  "move  on  to  the  next  step  in 
restructuring"  (AN2625),  FmHA  requires  a  new  Farm  and  Home 
Plan,  appraisals,  etc.,  and  the  borrower  now  is  often  found 
ineligible  on  other  issues .   The  win  becomes  a  loss  and  the 
appeal  process  begins  all  over. 

3 .  Additional  Appeal  Concerns: 

Borrowers  may  not  have  appealed  when  they  needed  to- because 
they  are  not  notified  each  time  they  may  appeal.   Other 
borrowers  are  not  aware  of  the  issues  for  which  there  are 
appeal  rights.   Please  note  the  following  example:   farmers 
who  request  FmHA  assistance  as  distressed -borrowers  are 
discouraged  from  applying  or  the  county  supervisor 
recommends  that  a  bankruptcy  be  filed  because  restructuring 
will  not  work.   These  farmers  become  discouraged  and  do  not 
request  these  comments  in  writing,  so  even  though  they  are 
eligible  for  appeal,  the  borrowers  are  unaware  of  their 
rights . 

A  number  of  appeals  that  were  won  by  the  borrower  at  the 
National  Appeal  level  were  overturned  outside  the 
regulations  by  the  former  FmHA  Administrator  with  no 
borrower  input.   Again  the  farmer  is  left  without  recourse 
in  his/her  own  case. 

Borrowers  who  are  not  familiar  with  FmHA  regulations  do  not 
know  that  FmHA  has  certain  notification  procedures  that  must 
be  followed  when  FmHA  has  determined  that  a  borrower  is 
ineligible  for  Primary  Loan  Servicing  and  begins  the  process 


365 


of  Preservation  Loan  Servicing.   Most  of  the  advocates  on 
the  NFFC  Credit  Committee  have  seen  instances  of  incomplete 
or  non-noticing  of  borrowers. 

Allow  Cover  Letter  for  Borrower  Input; 

Additional  information  should  be  encouraged  and  accepted  by 
the  review  process .   A  cover  letter  written  by  the  borrower 
would  enable  the  review  team  to  at  least  be  aware  of  many  of 
the  situations  faced  by  these  borrowers.  A  time  frame  should 
be  established  that  would  allow  fairness  to  a  borrower  and 
that  would  also  meet  the  time  goals  of  the  review  team. 

The  following  example  illustrates  the  importance  of  the 
borrower  being  allowed  to  submit  additional  information. 
One  of  our  advocates  contacted  a  FmHA  county  office  to  check 
the  date  a  restructuring  package  was  due.   The  assistant 
supervisor  advised  the  advocate  of  the  date  required  for  a 
completed  package,  yet  there  is  no  written  record  of  this 
conversation.   Additionally,  the  assistant  supervisor 
attended  neither  the  informal  meeting  nor  the  appeal 
hearing.   Because  the  assistant  supervisor  gave  the 
borrower's  advocate  incorrect  information,  this  borrower- 
lost  all  rights  to  primary  and  preservation  loan  servicing. 
The  borrower  was  further  damaged  because  the  assistant 
supervisor  was  not  allowed  at  either  the  informal  meeting  or 
the  appeal  hearing.   This  raises  particular  concern  as  to 
how  verbal  agreements  are  addressed  in  the  independent 
review  process . 

Improper  "Bad  Faith"  Allegations  bv  FmHA; 

In  the  interim  regulations  published  April  30,  1992,  "bad 
faith"  is  more  clearly  defined,  yet  we  are  concerned  that 
FmHA  continues  to  incorrectly  assert  bad  faith  as  the  basis 
for  denial  of  servicing  options.   Many  borrowers  do  not  have 
the  knowledge  of  what  constitutes  bad  faith  and  were 
actually  found  to  be  in  bad  faith  as  a  result  of  FmHA  not 
following  the  Agency's  own  regulations.   Borrowers  were  not 
made  aware  of  their  appeal  rights  or  appealed  without 
knowledge  of  what  constitutes  a  written  agreement. 

There  is  no  action  that  can  be  taken  against  the  Agency  for 
bad  faith  when  borrowers  are  honestly  and  sincerely 
following  the  guidelines  required  by  the  Agency.   Two 
examples  are  (1)  when  the  borrower  is  in  the  "revolving 
door-  appeals  process,  and  (2)  when  an  FmHA  supervisor  tells 
a  borrower  there  is  no  operating  money  left  to  borrow. 

Ose  of  incorrect  numharg  in  the  Farm  and  Home  Plan; 
FmHA  borrowers  are  often  unaware  that  when  an  FmHA  county 
supervisor  changes  a  Farm  and  Home  Plan,  the  borrower  can 
disagree.   Borrowers  sign  with  full  trust  in  the  supervisor 
or  because  of  the  fear  that  if  they  don't,  the  supervisor 
will  not  restructure  their  loans.   The  review  team  must 
check  the  uses  of  yield  information,  especially  as  it 
relates  to  disaster  years ,  and  the  borrower ' s  historical 
data.   The  fairness  of  the  basic  Farm  &  Home  Plan  varies 
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from  state  to  state.   As  advocates,  we  want  the  borrower ' s 
plan  to  be  based  on  information  from  his  farm,  not  provided 
arbitrarily  by  the  supervisor. 

7 .    Problems  in  the  DALRS  process: 

The  NFFC  Credit  Committee  has  the  ability  to  run  the  DAIiR$ 
program.   The  Agency  needs  to  know  that  after  working  with 
this  program  with  numerous  borrowers ,  our  advocates  can 
clearly  see  if  a  plan  will  work.   Our  advocates  often  find 
deferral  information  not  entered  or  entered  by  the  county 
supervisor  as  identical  to  the  current  year  of  the  plan, 
rather  than  using  the  year  following  the  deferral.   Unless 
the  borrowers  understand  how  the  DALRS  program  calculates, 
they  would  not  realize  that  the  DALRS  had  been  "fixed"  and 
thait  no  deferral  had  been  considered. 

If  the  borrower  is  not  considered  for  a  deferral  it  injures 
both  the  borrower  and  the  agency.  Following  the  step  for 
figuring  deferral,  the  DALRS  program  figures  the  write  down. 
Without  the  deferral  step,  the  agency  will  fail  to  write  off 
necessary  debt  and  the  borrowers  could  be  forced  off  their 
farm  because  their  debt  exceeds  the  $300,000  debt  limitation 
for  debt  restructuring. 

We  urge  FmHA  to  analyze  the  DALRS  totals  in  relation  to 
Section  K  on  the  Farm  &  Home  Plans.   Borrowers  don't  know 
what  to  check  in  their  DALRS  printout  to  know  if  the 
supervisor  has  entered  the  correct  figures. 

Under  the  new  5.0  version  of  DALRS  it  is  at  best  difficult 
to  figure  cash  flow  shortage.   For  example,  one  farmer  was 
S15  over  the  $300,000  limitation.   No  one  would  have 
realized  how  close  the  farmer  was  to  cash  flowing  had  the 
advocate  not  run  the  4.2  program. 

8.    Reinstate  and  make  retroactive  the  "Rule  of  Reason"; 
Many  of  our  advocates  have  worked  with  borrowers  who 
-  frantically  call  for  help  after  discovering  that  even  though 
FmHA  had  always  helped  them  in  the  past,  FmHA  has  refused  to 
help  them  now  with  the  Farm  &  Home  Plan.   Many  of  these 
borrowers^  have  long  counted  on  this  relationship,  with  FmHA. 

Under  the  guaranteed  loan  regulations,  the  lender  applying 
for  this  service  is  allowed  to  submit  a  preliminary  application. 
However,  a  direct  loan  borrower  who  is  quite  possibly  facing 
foreclosure  is  not  afforded  the  Scime  opportunity. 

The  lack  of  the  rule  of  reason  in  the  restructuring  process 
places  many  limited  resource  borrowers  at  an  unfair 
disadvantage . 

The  Agency  should  advise  borrowers  if  a  restructuring  packet 
is  incomplete.   There  is  confusion  over  language  in  the 
packets  which  allow  initial  application  information  at  45 
days,  while  requiring  that  the  packet  must  be  completed  in 
total  by  the  60  day  deadline. 
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9 .    Convavanca  veraus  Forgclosura: 

FmHA  has  specific  regulations  concerning  whether  it  is  mora 
cost  affective  for  the  government  to  allow  a  borrower  to 
convey  or  to  foreclose.   These  regulations  are  cited  at  7 
CTR  Parr  1955.   FmHA  supervisors  very  often  do  not  complete 
the  worksheets  that  are  required  by  these  regulations.   The 
review  team  must  put  a  pencil  to  these  worlcsheets .   It 
should  be  noted  that  the  monies  received  by  FmHA  if 
conveyance  were  allowed  are  not  calculated  into  the 
conveyance  worlcsheet.   They  are,  however,  allowable  in  FmHA 
calculations  for  foreclosures.   FmHA  may  possibly  not  take 
the  farm  back  into  inventory  at  a  foreclosiira  sale. 
Conveyance  for  simultaneous  leaseback  is  an  issue  that 
should  be  checked  very  carefully  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

In  cases  where  the  borrower  is  denied  debt  restructuring,  it  is 
essential  that  all  the  least  cost  alternatives  have  been  explored 
so  that  the  original  intent  of  Congress  in  the  Agricultural 
Credit  Act  of  1987  and  the  credit  provisions  of  the  1990  Farm 
Bill  are  met,  both  for  the  Agency  and  the  family  farmer. 

The  member  groups  of  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition   are  the 
grassroots  organizations  of  the  family  farmers  across  the 
country.   The  trained  advocates  who  are  working  directly  with 
farmers  will  gladly  work  in  any  manner  at  the  local  or  national 
level  with  you  or  your  staff  to  make  this  process  of  review 
succeed.    Please  let  us  know  how  we  can  best  help  the  review 
team  and  FmHA  borrowers  in  this  process. 

Respectfully, 
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Jean  Wyont 

Credit  Committee  Chair,  National  Family  Farm  Coalition 

Dairy  Farmer 

Farm  Advocate,  Farm  Pleui  Advocates,  NC 

cci  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Hike  Espy 
Jim. Raidincz ,  FnHA 

Attachnwnti-  List  ot   Miaaber  Organizations  of  the  NFFC 


REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE 


WEDNESDAY^  OCTOBER  13,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Department 

Operations  and  Nutrition, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room 
1300,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Charles  W.  Stenholm 
(chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Dooley,  Inslee,  English,  Bishop,  Volk- 
mer,  Clayton,  Holden,  Farr,  Johnson,  Pomeroy,  Lambert,  Smith  of 
Oregon,  Gunderson,  Allard,  Barrett,  Boehner,  Ewing,  and  Kings- 
ton. 

Also  present:  Representative  E  (Kika)  de  la  Garza,  chairman  of 
the  committee,  and  Representative  Pat  Roberts,  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee. 

Staff  present:  John  E.  Hogan,  minority  counsel;  Dale  Moore,  mi- 
nority legislative  coordinator;  Glenda  L.  Temple,  clerk;  Stan  Ray, 
James  A.  Davis,  Perri  D'Armond,  and  Pete  Thomson. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  W.  STENHOLM,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Stenholm.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

On  September  29,  Secretary  Espy  presented  to  the  full  Agri- 
culture Committee  his  proposal  for  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture. 

In  an  effort  to  reflect  the  Secretary's  proposal,  Chairman  de  la 
Garza  subsequently  introduced  H.R.  3171,  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture Reorganization  Act  of  1993.  ^ 

In  considering  the  Secretary's  proposal  and  Mr.  de  la  Garza  s 
subsequent  legislation,  this  public  hearing  is  an  important  oppor- 
tunity for  both  this  subcommittee  and  the  administration  to  receive 
valuable  input  from  interested  and  affected  parties— those  of  you 
presenting  testimony  today.  Regardless  of  specific  differences,  we 
all  share  a  mutual  interest  in  ensuring  efficiencies  and  improve- 
ments in  the  way  USDA  operates  and  provides  services,  now  and 
in  the  future. 

If  USDA  is  going  to  effectively  carry  out  its  modem-day  respon- 
sibilities, we  must  be  able  and  willing  to  adjust  the  structure,  the 
mentality,  and  the  mandate  of  the  current  system.  It  is  my  hope 
that  we  can  leave  no  stone  unturned  and  no  reasonable  option  un- 
considered as  we  continue  the  process  of  addressing  this  issue. 
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Mr.  Gunderson,  do  you  have  an  opening  statement? 

Mr.  Gunderson.  No,  I  don't,  Mr.  Chairman,  except  that  I  want 
to  commend  you  for  holding  this  hearing. 

I  wanted  to  give  a  special  welcome  to  my  constituent,  Ben 
Bosshart,  who  is  on  your  first  panel;  and  I  am  delighted  you  were 
smart  enough  to  put  him  on  the  first  panel. 

I  really  want  to  commend  you  for  the  kind  of  broad-based  testi- 
mony we  are  going  to  have  today,  because  it  isn't  as  simple  as 
many  of  us  think  this  is.  We  are  all  committed  to  the  concept  of 
reorganization  and  making  this  a  user-friendly  and  farmer-friendly 
agency. 

I  think  they  say  the  devil  is  in  the  details,  and  some  of  that  is 
very  evident  in  getting  down  to  the  nitty-gritty  that  we  are  facing 
in  this  reorganization.  And  we  need  to  hear  from  these  people. 

I  have  now  talked  long  enough  that  our  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber is  here,  so  I  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  I  have  no  opening  statement. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  ask  our  first  panel,  Mr.  Kirchhoff,  Mr.  Hollis, 
Mr.  Bosshart,  and  Mr.  Matheson,  to  please  take  your  places  at  the 
table. 

We  will  ask  each  of  our  witnesses  today  if  you  will  hold  your 
comments  to  the  5-minute  rule.  Your  entire  statements  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record.  We  will  not  break  for  lunch;  those  of  you 
who  feel  the  urge  for  a  sandwich  can  time  that  accordingly.  But  we 
have  a  long  series  of  witnesses,  and  I  know  there  will  be  many 
questions  that  will  be  asked. 

The  first  witness  is  Mr.  Richard  Kirchhoff,  the  executive  vice 
president,  National  Association  of  State  Departments  of  Agri- 
culture. 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  W.  KIRCHHOFF,  EXECUTIVE  VICE 
PRESIDENT  AND  CHIEF  EXECUTIVE  OFFICER,  NATIONAL  AS- 
SOCIATION OF  STATE  DEPARTMENTS  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Kirchhoff.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Richard 
Kirchhoff,  executive  vice  president  and  CEO  of  the  National  Asso- 
ciation of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture.  We  are  the  nonprofit 
association  representing  the  Nation's  commissioners,  secretaries, 
and  directors  of  agriculture.  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  address  the  subcommittee  today. 

Two  weeks  ago,  our  national  president,  Bob  Odom,  commissioner 
of  the  Louisiana  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  submit- 
ted a  statement  to  the  full  House  Agriculture  Committee  during 
the  time  when  the  Secretary  was  up  to  testify.  And  last  week.  Com- 
missioner Odom  presented  that  same  statement  to  the  Senate  Agri- 
culture Committee. 

Our  members  felt  it  was  important  to  send  to  the  Congress  a 
strong  and  early  message  of  our  support  for  Secretary  Espy's  reor- 
ganization of  USDA.  I  won't  read  Commissioner  Odom's  statement 
in  its  entirety  today  but  simply  summarize  it  by  telling  you  that 
NASDA  unanimously  supports  the  Secretary's  effort  to  reorganize 
the  Department.  We  also  believe  the  States  can  play  an  important 
role  in,  perhaps,  an  overlooked  aspect  of  reorganization,  something 
that  hasn't  really  been  mentioned  up  to  this  point. 
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Our  members  had  the  opportunity  to  be  briefed  by  the  Secretary 
several  weeks  ago  during  our  annual  meeting  in  New  Hampshire. 
We  fully  recognize  that  USDA  is  a  very  complex  organization  which 
will  require  very  careful  consideration  of  any  changes.  And  I  am 
certain,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  subcommittee  will  thoroughly  examine 
all  of  the  details.  As  Mr.  Gunderson  mentioned,  there  are  lots  of 
them  out  there. 

Our  message  to  you  today,  again,  is  simply  that  our  members  be- 
lieve that  the  Secretary  was  right  to  reexamine  the  missions  of  the 
Department  and  to  attempt  to  reorganize  functions  around  those 
missions  in  order  to  improve  the  delivery  of  services  and  save  the 
taxpayers'  money. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  that  the  Department  intends  to  maintain 
a  strong  leadership  role  in  environmental  and  conservation  issues. 
There  has  been  some  concern  about  what  might  happen  in  this  re- 
gard early  on.  The  responsibilities  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
have  been  greatly  increased  due  to  the  conservation  provisions  of 
the  1985  and  1990  farm  bills.  In  this  Congress  alone,  legislation  is 
pending  on  the  Clean  Water  Act,  wetlands  regulations,  endangered 
species,  and  a  variety  of  other  environmental  issues.  And  it  is  very 
important,  because  these  substantially  affect  agriculture,  that 
USDA  plays  a  pivotal  role  in  the  debate  and  development  of  the 
policy  on  these  issues  as  they  affect  agriculture. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Forest  Service  will  remain  with  USDA 
where  we  feel  it  belongs.  We  are  pleased  to  see  a  much  needed  new 
emphasis  on  rural  economic  and  community  development. 

We  believe  that  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  system  should 
remain  within  USDA  and  not  be  transferred  to  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration.  The  Secretary  has  announced,  as  you  are  all 
aware,  a  series  of  initiatives  on  improving  the  inspection  system, 
including  moving  to  a  HACCP-based  inspection  program;  and  we 
are  fully  supportive  of  those  initiatives  and  believe  they  need  to  be 
given  a  chance  to  work.  We  don't  think  it  is  proper  to  sort  of  arbi- 
trarily move  an  agency,  just  because  it  seems  to  fit  better  on  an 
organization  chart.  We  really  need  to  look  at  what  the  mission  of 
that  agency  is  and  how  it  is  doing  its  job. 

Like  everyone  on  this  subcommittee,  we  are  interested  in  know- 
ing more  about  how  the  field  structure  out  there  is  going  to  change. 
We  are  anxious  to  see  more  details  on  that.  But  we  are  pleased, 
from  what  we  have  heard  so  far,  to  see  an  emphasis  on  service  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  with  the  creation  of  the  Farm  Service  Agen- 
cy, the  collocation  of  USDA  offices  in  service  centers  and  the 
InfoShare  computer  system.  The  one-stop  shopping  concept  is  en- 
tirely right,  and  we  believe  that  is  the  right  focus  for  the  Depart- 
ment. 

We  also  believe  that  perhaps — and  maybe  this  subcommittee  can 
help  nudge  this  along— that  the  InfoShare  project  needs  to  be 
moved  forward  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  There  is  going  to  be  a 
lot  of  debate  and  talk  about  the  possible  mergers  of  agencies,  et 
cetera.  And  no  one,  I  think,  yet  knows  how  that  is  all  going  to  come 
out.  But  the  InfoShare  program,  allowing  the  agencies  to  talk 
amongst  each  other  today,  or  as  soon  as  possible,  is  something  that 
can  provide  a  real  benefit  and  service  to  farmers.  And  we  think  the 
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Department  needs  to  be  encouraged  to  move  forward  with  that  as 
quickly  as  possible. 

Earlier  I  mentioned  a  potentially  overlooked  aspect  of  reorganiza- 
tion, and  that  is  what  I  would  like  to  spend  the  balance  of  my  com- 
ments addressing  this  morning.  I  suggested  that  the  States  can 
play  an  important  role  in  the  overall  reorganization  of  USDA  and 
it  is,  again,  a  role  we  think  can  help  reduce  taxpayer  expense  and 

improve  services.  .   ,    ^      .,.  x,   xu    /-  u 

Most  of  you— well,  all  of  you,  are  certamly  familiar  with  the  field 
structure  of  USDA  on  how  it  serves  farmers  and  ranchers,  ASCS, 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  SCS,  et  cetera.  We  think,  though- 
well,  we  know,  there  is  a  very  dominant  presence  of  USDA  in  mar- 
keting, inspection,  and  grading  activities,  and  we  think  that  an  em- 
phasis needs  to  be  placed  on  improving  service  delivery  and  most 
particularly  efficiency  in  these  areas  as  well. 

As  you  are  no  doubt  aware,  the  State  departments  of  agriculture 
have  cooperative  agreements  and  other  forms  of  working  partner- 
ships between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States,  particularly 
with  inspection  and  grading  activities.  We  have  been  concerned 
that  there  is  substantial  duplication  of  eftbrt  and  probably  unneces- 
sary cost,  expense,  and  delays  to  industry.  And  we  urge  the  Con- 
gress to  look  into  this  aspect  as  well. 

There  is  a  real  possibility  that  in  times  of  tight  budgets.  States 
are  simply  going  to  have  to  opt  out  of  continuing  to  cooperate  with 
the  USDA  on  some  of  these  inspection  and  marketing  and  grading 
programs.  I  don't  think  anybody  has  budgeted  for  the  full  cost  of 
those  to  come  back  to  USDA. 

States  have  a  lot  of  talent  and  expertise  that  has  been  developed 
over  the  years.  Our  suggestion  is  that  it  needs  to  be  put  to  better 
use.  We  are  forming  a  committee  to  make  recommendations  and 
suggestions  to  the  Secretary  in  this  regard.  We  would  be  happy  to 
share  those  recommendations  with  this  committee,  and  we  would 
just  sort  of  respectfully  request  that  the  committee  impart  to 
USDA,  through  its  prerogative  on  oversight  of  the  reorganization 
process,  the  need  to  look  into  this  area  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  comments.  Thank  you  again 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kirchhoff  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Steve  HoUis,  legislative  and  political  action 
chair,  the  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees,  St. 
Louis,  Missouri. 

STATEMENT  OF  STEVEN  M.  HOLLIS,  PRESmENT,  AMERICAN 
FEDERATION  OF  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES,  LOCAL  3354, 
AFL-CIO 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Before  I  begin  my  testi- 
mony, there  are  two  documents,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like 
to  enter  into  the  record.  These  lay  some  background. 

One  is  a  transition  report  our  union  submitted  to  the  Clinton/ 
Gore  transition  team.  The  other  is  issues  which  a  delegation  from 
our  union  submitted  to  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger  in  June. 

May  these  become  a  part  of  the  record  as  an  attachment  to  my 
prepared  statement? 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  they  will  be  made  a  part  of 
the  record. 

Mr.  HOLLis.  My  name  is  Steve  HoUis,  computer  specialist.  I  work 
for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri.  I 
work  on  the  InfoShare  project.  I  want  to  thank  Congressman  Volk- 
mer  as  well  as  yourself,  Mr,  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  tes- 
tify today. 

From  the  perspective  of  USDA  rank  and  file  workers,  the  process 
for  reorganizing  and  reinventing  USDA  is  as  important  as  the  end 
product.  You  can't  just  snap  your  fingers  and  say  the  workers  are 
empowered  or  USDA  is  customer  friendly.  A  lot  of  what  has 
disempowered  the  workers  is  a  culture  of  seemingly  arbitrary  deci- 
sionmaking from  Congress  and  the  administration  in  Washington 
and  by  management  on  down  the  line. 

Our  unions  have  urged  the  USDA  administration  to  immediately 
form  partnership  councils  to  involve  USDA  employees  as  full  part- 
ners with  management  to  identify  problems  and  craft  solutions,  to 
better  serve  USDA's  customers  and  missions.  Congress  should  en- 
sure that  nonsupervisory  employees  are  not  involuntarily  reas- 
signed or  separated,  except  for  cause,  until  such  partnership  coun- 
cils are  implemented  in  USDA. 

From  a  customer  perspective,  the  policies  which  will  be  imple- 
mented in  a  reinvented  USDA  are  more  important  than  the  organi- 
zational structure.  What  counts  is  that  net  farm  income  increases, 
that  small-  to  medium-scale  farming  becomes  profitable  again  so 
farmers  and  their  families  don't  have  to  compete  for  low- wage,  off- 
farm  jobs,  so  farmers  can  once  again  pay  the  butcher,  the  banker, 
and  the  candlestick  maker,  supporting  the  rebirth  of  rural  busi- 
nesses that  provide  both  inputs  to  farming  and  add  value  to  the 
products  of  farming. 

What  counts  is  that  rural  people  have  adequate  housing,  both  in 
quantity  and  quality.  What  counts  is  that  USDA  expands  its  serv- 
ices to  farmworkers  beyond  the  current  inadequate  farmworker 
housing  programs.  What  counts  is  that  USDA  supports  community- 
based  economic  development,  instead  of  competition  for  multi- 
national corporate  investments  in  rural  areas.  What  counts  is  that 
all  the  people  who  need  assistance  from  USDA  are  aware  of  the  as- 
sistance available  and  get  it. 

Again,  Congress  should  not  allow  the  field  offices  to  be  reorga- 
nized until  the  customers  have  been  consulted  through  surveys,  or 
other  means,  as  promised  by  Vice  President  Gore  and  the  policies 
of  the  past  administration  have  been  reviewed,  clarified,  and  are 
modified. 

Secretary  Espy  has  said  he  wants  to  streamline  from  the  top 
down;  he  wants  to  start  in  Washington,  DC  headquarters.  And  I 
hope  Congress  will  hold  him  to  that. 

USDA  should  have  two  primary  missions:  Creating  sustainable 
farm  and  rural  development,  and  ensuring  food  nutrition  and  safe- 
ty. Exports  should  not  play  such  a  big  role  in  the  mission  of  USDA. 
Export-oriented  agriculture  has  not  helped  underdeveloped  coun- 
tries, and  it  has  not  helped  the  majority  of  people  in  rural  America. 
USDA  workers  are  outraged  that  thousands  of  taxpayer  dollars 
have  been  spent  by  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  to  publish  in- 
accurate   and    misleading    propaganda    materials    m    support    ot 
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NAFTA  while  rank  and  file  USDA  workers,  when  trying  to  petition 
Congress  on  our  concerns,  are  continually  threatened  with  discipli- 
nary action  for  lobbying  Congress  using  appropriated  funds. 

We  have  very  strong  reservations  about  the  effects  of  splitting  up 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration.  And  that  farm  services  and 
international  trade  are  housed  in  the  same  division.  At  the  very 
least.  Congress  should  modify  the  administration's  reorganization 
legislation  to  keep  all  FmHA  programs  which  are  targeted  to  small 
farmers  together  under  the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic 
and  Community  Development,  This  is  important  to  us  both  from  a 
union  perspective  so  that  our  bargaining  units  are  not  broken  up 
and  from  the  perspective  of  service  to  low-income  rural  customers. 
We  are  very  concerned  that  certain  vulnerable  groups,  particularly 
limited  resource  and  minority  farmers,  will  be  lost  if  FmHA  pro- 
grams are  split  up. 

USDA  reorganization  should  put  more  resources  in  the  field,  the 
rural  areas  where  the  rubber  meets  the  road  in  terms  of  customer 
service.  The  concept  of  collocating  USDA  offices  in  one-stop  shop- 
ping centers  can  achieve  better  quality  and  more  efficient  customer 
service  if  there  is  adequately  trained  and  adequately  paid  non- 
supervisory  staff  to  provide  the  full  range  of  quality  service  which 
our  customers  need  and  deserve. 

It  maJces  sense  for  there  to  be  one  USDA  supervisor  per  county/ 
area  office  supervising  6  to  20  workers  instead  of  1  to  5.  However, 
the  number  of  nonsupervisory  workers  needs  to  be  maintained  and, 
in  many  cases,  increased  by  eliminating  contracting  out.  USDA 
should  lay  off  the  contractors  first,  not  the  frontline  workers.  There 
should  be  a  customer  outreach  service  and  help  desk  function  in 
each  USDA  service  center.  USDA  should  emphasize  outreach,  not 
necessarily  by  opening  offices  but  by  making  available  services  and 
letting  people  know  they  are  available. 

Accessability  to  USDA  services  for  very  low  to  low-income  rural 
people  must  be  maintained.  USDA  service  centers  should  be  lo- 
cated so  that  low-income  customers  don't  have  to  travel  more  than 
50  miles  and  so  as  to  minimize  the  dislocation  and  relocation  of 
current  workers. 

Administrative  cost  savings  should  be  achieved  first  and  fore- 
most by  eliminating  the  wasteful  programs  of  contracting  out  for 
services  which  can  be  provided  by  USDA  employees  and  by  elimi- 
nating the  unnecessary  layers  of  middle  management  and  super- 
visory-controlled bureaucracy. 

Congress  should,  in  this  USDA  reorganization  legislation,  remove 
FTE  ceilings  and  empower  frontline  managers  and  employees  to 
use  contracting  out  as  the  last  resort  instead  of  the  first  alter- 
native. USDA  customers  should  have  fully  independent  and  en- 
forceable civil  rights  and  general  appeal  procedures  equal  to  those 
of  Federal  workers.  We  support  inclusion  of  Senator  Conrad's  legis- 
lation which  would  ensure  both  organizationally  and  procedurally 
a  fully  independent  National  Appegds  Division  in  this  USDA  reor- 
ganization legislation. 

The  EEO  and  civil  rights  staff  and  authority  should  also  be 
strengthened  at  the  secretarial  level  to  investigate  each  and  every 
complaint  of  discrimination  by  USDA  employees  or  customers  with 
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the  power  to  enter  remedies,  including  damages  and  disciplinary 
actions  against  the  discriminating  officials. 

In  summary,  our  unions  see  the  reorganization  of  USDA  as  the 
first  big  test  of  the  Clinton/Grore  administration's  promises  to 
reinvent  Cxovemment.  As  we  have  said,  if  you  don't  do  it  in  part- 
nership with  the  people  who  actually  do  the  work  through  their 
unions,  all  you  will  accomplish  is  tinkering  around  the  edge  of  the 
bureaucracy.  We  don't  want  to  see  USDA  reorganization  become  for 
the  Clinton/Gore  administration  what  the  firing  of  the  PATCO 
workers  became  for  the  Reagan/Bush  administration. 

Finally,  there  are  two  technical  changes  we  request  Congress  to 
make  in  the  administration's  legislation.  One  would  provide  for 
successorship  for  USDA  labor  unions  as  the  administration  has 
provided  for  its  political  appointees,  and  the  second  would  be  to  en- 
sure that  Federal  employees  and  USDA  non-Federal  employees, 
such  as  our  friends  from  the  ASCS  county  office  employees,  are 
treated  the  same  in  all  aspects  of  the  reorganization. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  HoUis  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Next  is  Mr.  Ben  Bosshart,  president.  National  Association  of 
ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  La  Crosse,  Wisconsin. 

STATEMENT  OF  BEN  BOSSHART,  PRESmENT,  NATIONAL  ASSO- 
CLVTION  OF  ASCS  COUNTY  OFFICE  EMPLOYEES,  AND  COUN- 
TY EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  La  CROSSE  COUNTY,  WI,  ASCS 
OFFICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  PAUL  NEWTON,  VICE  PRESI- 
DENT; AND  LEO  OSBORNE,  SECRETARY-TREASURER 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much  for  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  today.  I  am  submitting  a  written  statement 
which  I  respectfully  ask  that  you  include  in  the  record,  and  I  will 
make  a  brief  oral  statement  today. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Bosshart.  I  am  the  president  of  the  National  Association  of 
ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  or  NASCOE. 

NASCOE  is  a  voluntary  organization  that  has  a  membership  of 
approximately  90  percent  of  the  13,000  permanent  county  office 
ASCS  employees.  I  am  also  the  county  executive  director  of  the 
ASCS  office  in  La  Crosse,  Wisconsin. 

NASCOE  supports  the  efforts  of  this  administration  and  Con- 
gress to  make  Government  more  receptive  and  responsive  to  the 
American  people.  Our  offices  are  under  the  direct  control  and  su- 
pervision of  local  elected  farmers  and  ranchers.  This  Farmer  Elect- 
ed Committee  System  comes  closer  than  any  other  system  in  Gov- 
ernment to  meeting  the  administration's  stated  goal  of  having  Fed- 
eral programs  administered  by  personnel  closest  to  the  people 
served.  It  ensures  that  local  decisions  address  local  problems. 

Secretary  Espy  has  proposed  a  reorganized  USDA  from  the  top 
down.  He  has  put  forth  a  plan  to  revamp  the  field  delivery  system 
currently  used  by  ASCS,  Farmers  Home  Administration,  Soil  Con- 
servation Service,  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation. 

In  general,  we  agree  with  this  plan  and  support  the  creation  ot 
a  Farm  Service  Agency,  or  FSA,  which  utilizes  the  Farmer  Elected 
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Committee  System  that  I  mentioned  earlier.  We  do  believe,  how- 
ever, the  Secretary's  proposal  can  be  improved  and  that,  even  more 
importantly,  if  H.R.  3171  becomes  law  as  it  is  currently  drafted, 
the  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  will  ultimately  re- 
sult in  a  less  efficient  and  more  costly  delivery  system  rather  than 
the  desired  opposite  result. 

We  believe  this  plan  can  be  improved  and  made  more  effective 
by  the  inclusion  of  at  least  part  of  SCS  in  that  Farm  Service  Agen- 
cy. 

NASCOE  understands  that  environmental  issues  must  not  be 
downgraded  within  the  Department  and  that  the  stewardship  of 
our  land  in  preserving  our  abundance  should  maintain  a  high  pri- 
ority in  agricultural  programs.  The  best  way  to  avoid  any  degrada- 
tion of  environmental  importance  is  by  ensuring  we  have  the  most 
efficient,  cost-effective,  and  technically  proficient  delivery  system 
possible. 

Currently,  conservation  program  approval  authority,  as  well  as 
for  other  programs  administered  by  ASCS,  is  vested  in  local  farm- 
ers and  ranchers,  through  farmer-elected  committees,  who  know 
the  needs  of  the  communities  they  serve.  SCS  has  played  an  impor- 
tant role  in  the  success  of  these  programs  by  providing  technical 
expertise  to  gain  the  most  effective  use  of  the  conservation  dollar. 
SCS  has  some  of  the  most  proficient  environmental  and  conserva- 
tion technicians  in  Government  today.  Our  plan  is  aimed  at  allow- 
ing these  resources  to  be  more  fully  utilized. 

This  efficient  local-based  system  is  at  risk  if  H.R.  3171  becomes 
law,  because  it  will  turn  SCS  into  an  administrative  regulatory 
agency  rather  than  an  agency  whose  focus  is  on  identifying  and  de- 
signing solutions  for  environmental  problems. 

The  way  the  bill  is  drafted,  it  will  cause  the  new  NRCS  to  be 
bound  up  in  administrative  detail,  with  the  end  result  being  that 
it  has  less  resources,  at  the  local  level,  to  deal  with  the  identifying 
and  problem  solving  aspect  of  their  responsibilities  I  mentioned 
earlier. 

Section  102  of  H.R.  3171  indicates  that  the  Secretary  cannot  use 
the  Farm  Service  Agency  to  carry  out  any  programs  assigned  to  the 
new  NRCS.  I  would  just  like  to  point  out  that  this  is  the  only  place 
in  the  legislation  where  the  Secretary's  discretion  about  what  agen- 
cy to  use  to  carry  out  programs  is  limited. 

Programs  that  are  assigned  to  the  new  NRCS  in  section  401  in- 
clude traditional  cost-share  programs  like — ^ACP,  FIP,  and  ECP — 
but  they  also  include  all  programs  contained  in  title  XII  of  the  Food 
Security  Act.  That  means — sodbuster,  swampbuster,  conservation 
compliance,  CRP,  the  new  wetlands  program — all  of  these  pro- 
grams are  tied  directly  to  annual  commodity  programs. 

For  example,  regarding  participation  in  the  program  and  its  tie 
to  conservation  compliance,  the  following  questions  which  must  be 
addressed  each  year  show  the  ties.  Does  Farmer  Brown's  tract  have 
highly  erodible  land,  or  a  converted  wetland  on  it?  Did  Farmer 
Brown  plant  an  agricultural  commodity  on  highly  erodible  land  or 
converted  wetland  this  year?  What  land  has  Farmer  Brown  been 
operating? 

These  are  questions  which  ASCS  has  dealt  with,  not  SCS.  SCS 
has  been  left  to  make  the  technical  determinations.  Under  the  Ian- 
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guage  in  H.R.  3171,  SCS  will  no  longer  be  able  to  focus  its  total 
attention  to  these  technical  matters  but  will  now  focus  on  all  ad- 
ministrative details  associated  with  these  programs. 

From  our  perspective,  it  appears  that  some  people  who  provided 
an  input  on  the  plan  did  not  have  a  full  understanding  of  how  the 
environmental  programs  currently  operate  at  the  local  level. 

There  is  another  area  of  H.R.  3171  that  gives  us  pause.  This  is 
section  103  dealing  with  State,  county,  and  area  committees.  The 
concern  we  have  is  not  with  it  going  to  five  members,  because  we 
recognize  with  the  expanded  responsibility  of  the  FSA,  more  heads 
are  probably  better  than  fewer. 

The  problem  we  have  is  that  these  committees  are  now  being  po- 
liticized. Three  members  will  be  elected,  I  assume,  in  a  similar  way 
that  they  are  today,  and  two  members  will  be  appointed  by  the  Sec- 
retary. 

If  the  goal  is  to  get  different  expertise  on  the  committee,  other 
than  farmers,  why  not  designate  slots  for  other  segments — like  the 
lending  community  and/or  environmental  community?  We  just 
don't  see  a  need  for  two  slots  on  the  committee  for  local  party  pre- 
cinct captains,  irrespective  of  the  party. 

Our  proposal  to  include  at  least  production  agricultural-related 
responsibilities  of  SCS  in  the  Farm  Service  Agency  builds  on  that 
which  is  good  in  the  current  existing  structure  and  supports  the 
necessary  changes  to  correct  that  which  is  bad.  We  ask  that  you 
give  full  consideration  to  our  proposal. 

We  stand  ready  to  provide  additional  information  or  justification 
for  our  proposal.  And  if  we  can  be  of  assistance  to  you  or  your  staff, 
please  contact  us. 

We  pledge  to  you  that  our  members  will  accept  the  challenge  of 
change  and  will  embrace  the  responsibility  for  an  effective  and  effi- 
cient delivery  of  Government  service  to  all  farm  and  ranch  families 
of  America. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bosshart  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Next  is  Mr.  Frank  Matheson,  president.  National 
Association  of  Farmer  Elected  Committeemen,  Littleton,  Massachu- 
setts. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  MATHESON,  PRESmENT,  NATIONAL 
ASSOCLVTION  OF  FARMER  ELECTED  COMMITTEEMEN 

Mr.  Matheson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition.  I  appreciate 
this  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  on  H.R.  3171. 

The  purpose  of  the  USDA  is  to  provide  agricultural  activity  that 
will  give  a  stable  supply  of  pure,  wholesome,  and  fresh  food  for  the 
health  and  welfare  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  States.  This  needs 
to  be  supplied  to  every  last  region  of  our  country.  The  conservation 
of  farms,  associated  suppliers,  marketers,  and  processors  are  an  in- 
tegral part  of  every  region's  rural  communities  and  their  character. 

Farms  are  as  equally  important  in  Massachusetts,  Pennsylvania, 
North  Carolina,  Kentucky,  Kansas,  Wisconsin,  Washington  Cali- 
fornia, Texas,  or  Arizona.  Every  last  county  in  the  United  States 
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deserves  due  recognition  of  its  agriculture,  whatever  and  however 
small  or  big. 

The  family  farms  preserve  open  space.  They  sculpture  the  land- 
scape and  provide  the  rural  character  of  our  communities  and  our 
landscape.  Fairms  provide  a  major  draw  for  our  tourists,  industries, 
wildlife,  and  our  balance  with  nature. 

Agriculture  is  the  United  States'  No.  1  industry.  The  economy  of 
our  whole  Nation  in  world  trade  depends  on  agriculture  for  its 
foundation. 

Also,  I  ask  you:  What  has  made  this  country  so  great?  One  word: 
Democracy.  Thomas  Jefferson,  James  Madison,  Abraham  Lincoln 
said  the  one  thing,  "By  the  people."  And  so  60  years  ago  Congress 
created  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  System. 

Do  not  undermine  the  democratic  county  committee  or  take  away 
the  very  thing  that  is  working.  Do  not  throw  the  baby  out  with  the 
bath  water.  Yes,  provide  us  with  technical  assistance,  educate  us; 
but  let  us  who  are  doing  the  work  every  day  make  the  decisions 
and  then  administrate  for  the  people  we  represent.  I  congratulate 
the  Secretary  in  his  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  with  few  excep- 
tions. 

On  page  6,  line  20  to  23  of  H.R.  3171,  I  certainly  do  not  agree 
with  taking  away  from  the  Farm  Service  Agency  our  democratic 
system  of  administrating  our  conservation  programs. 

Our  family  farms  depend  on  the  land  to  survive.  They  have 
worked  with  nature  for  over  200  years.  They  have  survived  by 
doing  the  right  things  with  the  land,  according  to  local  conditions, 
economics,  intelligence,  and,  most  important,  experience  of  doing 
things  overtime  for  the  farm  to  survive. 

In  my  case,  over  200  years,  10  ancestors  fought  in  the  Revolu- 
tion. Isn't  that  conservation  of  natural  resources  so  the  farm  will 
survive?  My  point  is  this:  A  conservationist,  a  technician,  or  a  pro- 
fessional doesn't  necessarily  have  practical  experience.  This  person 
has  not  been  subjected  to  local  conditions  or  lived  with  the  chal- 
lenges that  our  farmers  face  day  in  and  day  out. 

Farming  is  not  a  job  of  9  to  5,  5  days  a  week.  It  is  an  experience. 
The  county  committees  are  elected  from  the  rank  of  farmers.  That 
is  why  the  decisions  are  trusted,  and  the  county  committee  advice 
is  taken. 

On  page  8,  Une  14,  the  "may"  needs  to  change  to  "shall."  Con- 
gress has  hearings;  they  develop  agricultural  programs;  they  have 
to  be  carried  out.  They  can't  just  "maybe"  they  should  be  carried 
out. 

What  is  an  area  committee?  This  needs  a  better  definition.  As  I 
said  before,  each  farm  is  important  for  every  person  in  the  county, 
wherever  it  is  located.  Yes,  we  want  to  control  costs,  but  we  have 
to  preserve  the  rights  of  everyone  to  have  the  bounties  of  their  local 
farms.  Programs  have  to  be  readily  available  for  every  farm,  and 
not  rank  consumption  of  programs  or  lack  of  representation  of  pro- 
grams available. 

It  will  be  a  grievous  error  to  include  nonfarmers  on  the  county 
committee.  Your  committees  will  soon  lose  credibility.  Yes,  there 
are  farmers  available  for  information  and  explanation  of  facts  as 
they  are  now  under  ASCS.  The  most  important  part  of  the  deci- 
sionmaking is  the  work  application  on  farms.  The  nonfarm  person 
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does  not  have  the  feeUng  or  knowledge  of  this  piece  of  the  puzzle. 
The  nonfarm  person  will  still  be  just  as  effective  as  an  advisor. 

In  conclusion,  I  see  much  good  in  Secretary's  Espy's  plan  if  a  few 
important  changes  are  made.  Our  conservation  practice  must  be 
administered  by  the  Farm  Service  Agency  with  the  aid  of  techni- 
cians, as  it  is  now. 

Congress  has  given  USDA  a  democratic,  time-proven  system  that 
works,  our  County  Committee  System.  Do  not  dilute  the  County 
Committee  System  or  make  them  available  for  all  our  citizens  dif- 
ficult to  the  point  that  they  won't  be  utilized.  This  is  the  real  dan- 
ger. 

Our  country  is  too  great.  Keep  it  that  way.  The  integrity  of 
USDA,  in  the  farmer's  opinion,  is  the  county  committee.  The  pro- 
grams of  Congress  will  not  be  used  without  that  trust. 

Please  add  my  written  statement  to  the  testimony. 

This  concludes  my  presentation.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Matheson  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

And  I  thank  each  of  the  witnesses  today.  Let  me  ask  the  first 
question  this  way:  Secretary  Espy  has  assured  and  reassured  us 
that  his  legislation — what  we  discuss  today — addresses  the  reorga- 
nization of  the  Washington,  DC,  offices  of  USDA,  and  that  field  of- 
fice changes  will  proceed  on  a  separate  track. 

Are  there  provisions  or  changes  in  this  legislation  that  could  cre- 
ate major  problems  for  those  of  you  who  work  in  the  States  and 
on  the  frontlines  that  we  won't  be  able  to  fix  later  when  we  turn 
our  full  attention  to  the  field  office  plans? 

Mr.  HolUs. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  have  a  draft  of  the  actual  leg- 
islation that  was  introduced  in  the  House,  but  I  have  Secretary 
Espy's  draft.  And  it  appeared  to  me 

Mr.  Stenholm.  It  is  the  same. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  thought  he  was  straight  up  about  it,  that  his  in- 
tent in  this  legislation  is  that  Congress  go  ahead  and  give  him  full 
authority  to  proceed  with  the  field  office  reorganization,  that  he 
has  promised — at  least  he  did  in  the  Senate  hearing  last  week — 
to  come  back  and  consult  with  Members  of  Congress  as  he  proceeds 
with  the  field  changes. 

But  I  understand  0MB,  based  on  the  previous  administration, 
the  Madigan  0MB  numbers  and  so  on,  has  already — at  least  that 
is  what  people  over  in  the  south  building  at  USDA  headquarters 
are  saying  is  that  OMB  already  has  the  list  of  offices  to  be  closed 
and  consolidated. 

So,  as  I  stated,  one  of  our  concerns  from  the  union  perspective 
and  from  the  customer  perspective  of  family  farmers  and  low-in- 
come people  is  Vice  President  Gore,  in  the  "Reinvent  Government 
Report"  and  in  President  Clinton's  executive  orders,  have  man- 
dated Departments  and  agencies  to  consult  their  frontline  workers 
and  their  customers  through  surveys  in  order  to  identify  ways  to 
improve  customer  service  delivery. 

We  think  if  Secretary  Espy  wants  to  go  ahead  and  reorganize 
management  and  go  ahead  and  reorganize  the  Washington  head- 
quarters, great,  but  let's  hold  him  to  that. 
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Let's  don't  reorganize  in  the  field  until  we  have  consulted  the 
customers  and  the  frontline  workers.  And  that  hasn't  happened  so 
far. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  It  has  not  happened? 

Mr,  HoLLis.  It  has  not  happened,  so  far. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  More  specifically,  is  there  anything  in  these  rec- 
ommendations, though,  that  concerns  you  regarding  the  eventual 
field  office  reorganization? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  had  two  different 
secretaries,  if  you  will,  assistant  or  under  secretaries,  to  deal  with 
in  terms  of  conservation-related  aspects  of  production  agriculture 
and  other  farm  program  aspects  that  sometimes  has  resulted  in  the 
right  hand  not  knowing  what  the  left  hand  has  been  doing. 

And  it  is  from  our  perspective  at  the  field  level,  and  ASCS,  it 
would  appear,  that  that  is  not  going  to  be  improved  if  we  are  going 
to  have  an  Under  or  Assistant  Secretary  that  would  be  in  charge 
of  the  FSA  and  a  different  Under  or  Assistant  Secretary  that  is  in 
charge  of  the  Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service,  because 
when  it  comes  to  producers,  they  still  are  intertwined  with  what 
is  currently  ASCS  and  SCS  right  now  so  closely,  there  is  still  going 
to  be  some  duplication.  We  feel  there  will  be  duplication  in  terms 
of  data  bases.  It  is  not  going  to  address  the  one-stop  shopping  to 
quite  the  same  degree  that  if,  in  fact,  you  had  truly  one-stop  shop- 
ping. 

And  so,  consequently,  we  really  want  to  know,  are  our  farmers 
and  local  committees,  and  so  forth,  going  to  be  taking  guidance 
from  two  masters? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Kirchhoff,  I  might  have  missed  it,  but  you 
were  commending  the  Secretary  on  most  of  the  decisions  that  he 
was  making.  You  brought  up  one  or  two  areas  that  you  questioned. 

I  did  not  see  reference,  though,  to  the  elevation  of  the  food, 
consumer,  and  nutrition  mission  to  the  Under  Secretary  level.  Was 
that  an  oversight?  Or  do  you  believe  that  should  not  be  a  major  pri- 
ority in  the  reorganization? 

Mr.  Kirchhoff,  Our  omission  of  any  mention  on  the  consumer 
and  nutrition  services  was  not  intended  in  any  way  to  cast  a  judg- 
ment on  the  wisdom  of  elevating  that  function  or  leaving  it. 

Clearly,  that  is  one  of  the  single  largest  functions  of  the  Depart- 
ment, and  we  would  defer  to  the  Secretary's  judgment  as  to  what 
level  of  placement  in  the  hierarchy  the  Secretary  in  charge  of  those 
services  should  get. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Where  would  you  place  him? 

Mr.  Kirchhoff.  Our  organization  has  really  taken  no  position  on 
that. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  No  position. 

For  questions,  we  will  do  several  rounds,  if  necessary.  We  will 
abide  by  the  5-minute  rule. 

Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  HoUis,  did  I  understand  you  to  say  in  your  testimony  that 
there  should  be  no  action  taken  until  the  proposed  national  part- 
nership councils  are  set  up? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  What  we  are  saying  is  that  if  Secretary  Espy  and 
Congress  want  to  authorize  Secretary  Espy  to  go  ahead  and  pro- 
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ceed  to  streamline  the — what  we  consider  to  be  the  unnecessary 
layers  of  management.  In  the  Department  of  Agriculture  there  is 
1  supervisor  for  every  4V2  nonsupervisory  employees,  whereas  in 
the  private  sector,  the  average  is  1  for  20.  And  the  Clinton/Gore 
people  have  committed,  in  executive  orders  at  least,  to  reduce  the 
number  of  that  supervisor  to  nonsupervisory  ratio,  to  double  it,  ac- 
tually. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  The  point  is,  I  am  referring  to  an  article 
written  today  regarding  USDA  reorganization  where  ASCS  voted 
247  to  116  to  become  a  union. 

Mr.  HOLLis.  Right. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  I  am  trying  to  get  at  the  point  that  you 
are  trying  to  make.  Are  we  going  to  wait  before  we  do  anything  so 
that  the  rest  of  the  USDA  organizes  in  some  fashion,  in  this  man- 
ner, before  we  proceed  with  any  kind  of  effort  to  reorganize  the  De- 
partment of  Agriculture? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  USDA  workers  are  al- 
ready organized  through  unions.  And  partnership,  I  don't  know 
what  your  definition  of  it  is,  but  ours  is  that  the  workers  be  in- 
volved in  the  decisionmaking  process,  up  front,  not  after  the  fact, 
responding  to  a  proposal. 

We  told  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger  back  in  June  that  once  peo- 
ple come  out  with  a  proposal  of  how  to  do  things,  they  tend  to  dig 
their  heels  in. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  This  article  indicates  it  could  be  as  many 
as  10,000  of  these  bargaining  units. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  The  article  in  the  Post? 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  In  the  Post.  I  am  quoting  from  the  Post. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  There  are  approximately — to  my  knowledge — there 
are  about  30,  40,  or  50  different  local  unions  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

But  what  our  four  unions  at  the  national  level — ^AFGE, 
AFSCME,  NTEU  and  NFFE— have  proposed  is  that  a  Department- 
level  partnership  council  be  formed  involving  the  unions  at  the  na- 
tional level.  That  would  be  much  more  efficient  than  doing  this  ne- 
gotiating and  all  of  that  at  the 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  This  article  indicates  it  could  be  3  years 
before  that  could  take  place,  practically. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  if  we  delay  in  attempting 
to  address  this  issue  until  the  new  national  partnership  councils 
are  in  place  everywhere,  we  are  not  going  to  do  anything. 

So  how  do  we  get  by  your  testimony  and  allow  us  the  flexibility 
to  go  forward  unless  we  just  ignore  these  national  partnership 
councils  for  a  while  and  go  forward? 

How  do  we  do  that? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Well,  today  what  I  am  saying  is  go  forward  with 
streamlining  management.  Just  don't  go  forward  with  laying  off 
frontline  workers,  the  ones  who  actually  do  the  work,  until  the 
partnership  process  with  the  unions  has  been  established. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  So  go  forward  with  the  executive  reorga- 
nization but  leave  the  field  office  and  all  of  that  business  aside? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Do  it  right.  If  we  are  going  to  do  it,  let's  do  it  right 
The  taxpayers  want  to  know  if  we  can  reinvent  Government.  But 
we  need  to  do  it  right. 


382 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  I,  at  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas,  the  ranking  minority  member  on  the  Agri- 
culture Committee. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding.  I  think  I  will 
just  hold  off  for  a  little  bit  here  if  I  may,  I  am  still  digesting  some 
of  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  inquire,  we  are  on  a  5-minute  rule  and 
I  arrived  late — I  don't  want  to  take  other  people's  time — but  is  that 
the  procedure? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Johnson  will  be  recognized  next.  Mr.  Roberts 
will  be  recognized  due  to  his  very  important  and  senior  position  on 
the  House  Agriculture  Committee  and  this  subcommittee.  And  I 
feel  that  all  the  junior  members  below  him  would  have  it  no  other 
way. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Maybe  it  is  because  I  was  stuck  in  traffic  for  an 
hour  and  a  half,  but  that  is  the  nicest  thing  that  anybody  has  said 
to  me  in  6  months.  I  appreciate  it.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Johnson. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  your  hold- 
ing this  hearing  on  what  is  a  difficult,  but  necessary,  step  as  we 
take  on  the  issue  of  reorganization  of  USDA.  I  appreciate  the  testi- 
mony of  all  of  the  gentlemen  on  this  panel. 

I  regret  that  Mr.  Jordan  of  the  National  Appeals  Division  was 
not  able  to  be  here.  Apparently  there  was  some  failure  on  the  part 
of  committee  staff  to  make  a  contact  there  to  make  that  possible. 

I  do  have  a  particular  interest  in  the  establishment  of  an  inde- 
pendent USDA  National  Appeals  Division  to  consolidate  the  SCS, 
CCC,  FCIC,  Farmers  Home,  SCS  appeals  system.  I  hope  at  this 
point  we  can  get  further  into  that. 

I  would,  with  the  chairman's  and  the  subcommittee's  permission, 
submit  for  the  record  a  letter  to  my  staff  from  Mr.  James  R.  Hol- 
man,  who  is  a  national  hearing  officer  of  the  National  Appeals 
Staff,  which  I  think  sheds  some  helpful  light  on  this  issue  of  ap- 
peals reform. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

[The  letter  follows:] 
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October  12,  1993 


CongreBBmaQ  Tim  Johnson 

U.S.  Bousa  of  ReproBantatlves 

Washington,  D.C. 

Attn:  Mb.  Anna  Slmnons 


Dear  Ms.  Slnmons: 

On  behalf  of  the  National  Appeals  Staff,  Eastern  Area  Hearing 
Officers,  I  would  like  to  express  our  thoughts  with  regards  to  H.R. 
29S0,  to  establish  a  National  Appeals  Division  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  whole  heartily  endorsed  by  the  Eastern 
Area  Hearing  Officers.   We  believe  that  it  is  of  utmost  importance 
that  the  appeals  process,  which  includes  not  only  the  hearing 
function,  but  also  the  review  function,  be  totally  independent  from 
all  internal  or  external  influence  from  the  agency  involved  in  the 
appeal . 

In  support  of  the  proposed  legislation,  we  feel  that  many  of  the 
impediments  to  our  being  able  to  function  in  a  manner  normally 
expected  of  such  a  process  will  be  removed  and/or  corrected. 

Specifically,  the  proposed  bill  will  provide  hearing  officers  with  the 
authority  to  require  attendance  of  witnesses,  production  of  all 
information,  documents,  reports,  answers,  records,  etc.   Dnder  the 
current  regulations.  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  opinions  are  used 
as  a  basis  to  support  the  adverse  decision,  however,  the  opinion  is 
considered  as  privileged  information,  and  not  available  to  the 
appellant.   It  is  extremely  difficult  to  assure  that  "due  process*  is 
being  afforded  when  one  party  is  not  allowed  to  confront  all   material 
used  to  make  a  decision.   To  be  able  to  issue  a  subpoena  as  needed, 
will  allow  the  hearing  officers  to  actually  function  in  the  role  in 
which  they  were  hired,  not  merely  as  "paper  lions". 

Of  particular  interest  to  hearing  officers  is  the  fact  that  this  bill 
provides  for  recourse  when  hearing  decisions  are  not  Implemented.   I 
can  not  accurately  express  the  frustrations  hearing  officers  feel  when 
they  are  required  to  hold  hearings  with  the  same  appellants  on  the 
same  issues  previously  addressed  in  an  appeal  hearing,  and  the 
previous  decision  was  not  implemented.   Tbe  sections  of  the  bill  which 
address  the  protection  of  appellant's  rights,  and  the  Implcunentatlon 
problems  Is  long  paet  due.   All  to  often  hearing  officers  have  bean 
told  face  to  face  in  front  of  appellants,  "it  doesn't  matter  what  the 
decision  Is.  because  we  don't  have  to  do  It.  and  you  don't  have  the 
authority  to  make  us." 

Requiring  that  appeal  decisions  be  based  on  applicable  statues,  and 
regulations  publlsh«d  in  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  in  addition 
to  placing  the  burden  of  showing  why  the  decision  is  correct  on  the 
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agency,  rather  than  under  the  current  regulatlone.  where  the  appellant 
otuat  show  why  the  decision  is  wrong  will  make  great  strides  In 
assuring  that  due  process  is  adminlBtsred.   Many  of  the  actions  taken 
by  agency  enployeea  are  based  on  administrative  notices  which  are  not 
readily  available  to  the  general  public,  end  are  often  times  used  to 
establish  or  change  regulations,  rather  than  provide  guidance  as  to 
the  ifflpleoantation  of  the  regulations  in  existence.   Since 
administrative  notices  do  not  have  to  be  published  in  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations,  it  could  be  very  easy  to  change  policy/procedure 
or  Instructions  to  support  an  adverse  decision  "after  the  fact",  in 
order  to  avoid  having  an  administrative  decision  reversed  upon  appeal. 

We  also  welcome  with  open  arms  the  part  of  the  bill  that  requires  NAD 
to  retain  the  hearing  record  until  the  expiration  of  the  right  to 
judicial  review.   All  hearing  officers  have  been  made  aware  of  audits 
conducted  of  the  National  Appeals  Staff,  in  which  the  hearing 
officer's  decisions  became  suspect  due  to  corrections  being  made  the 
hearing  file  after  being  returned  to  the  agency. 

Along  those  same  lines,  of  particular  interest  to  Eastern  Area  Hearing 
Officers  Is  the  part  of  the  bill  that  specifies  that  the  Director  of 
NAD  may  consider  new  information  in  the  review  stage  only  under 
extraordinary  circumstances,  and  that  all  parties  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  respond  to  such  new  information.   We  feel  this  is 
extremely  Important  so  that  both  sides  as  well  as  the  hearing  officer 
have  an  understanding  of  the  material  that  is  used  in  making  a 
decision  upon  review,  and  that  unless  considering  new  Information,  the 
hearing  officer's  decision  will  not  be  reversed  as  to  findings  of  fact 
unless  the  findings  of  fact  was  clearly  erroneous. 

The  inclusion  of  recommendations  in  the  determinations  section  of  the 
decision  will  only  help  to  assure  that  all  parties  fully  understand 
what  is  expected  and  the  next  step  in  the  appeals  process. 

The  only  concerns  expressed  by  the  Hearing  Officers  of  the  Eastern 
Area  Involve  two  issues.  The  first  is  the  assurance  that  the  transfer 
of  positions  which  currently  make  up  NA8  means  the  transfer  of  the 
individuals  currently  filling  those  positions.   The  second  concern  is 
that  there  be  no  further  delay  in  the  passage  of  the  bill  due  to 
special  Interest  groups  representing  only  a  small  geographic  portion 
of  the  country,  or  individuals  be  they  agency,  NAS.  or  otherwise  who 
feel  threatened  because  they  have  specific  biases  or  inadequacies. 

Your  cooperation  in  providing  this  input  from  the  Eastern  Area  Hearing 
Officers  to  Congressman  Johnson  la  appreciated. 


Sincerely, 

Oaaa»8  R.  Holman 
Hearing  Officer 
National  Appeals  Staff 
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Mr.  Johnson,  Apart  from  that,  I  yield  back  my  time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  can't  borrow  any  time  from  anybody. 

First,  I  would  like  to  thank  the  witnesses  for  coming.  And  then 
I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  an  excellent  statement  on  behalf  of 
NASCOE,  more  especially  when  you  say  that  conservation  program 
approval  authority,  as  well  as  other  programs  administered  by 
ASCS,  is  vested  in  local  farmers  and  ranchers  through  the  farmer- 
elected  committees  who  know  the  needs  of  the  communities  they 
serve. 

And  you  have  some  strong  testimony  that  we  ought  to  keep  that 
system,  that  it  is  the  best  system.  And  I  certainly  agree  with  your 
statement. 

Let  me  move  to  Mr.  Hollis  if  I  might.  Let  me  preface  my  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Hollis,  by  saying  Mr.  Stenholm  and  I  went  to  six  States 
last  year.  I  beg  the  indulgence  of  my  colleagues  who  have  heard 
this  before. 

On  behalf  of  the  employees  in  the  field,  we  talked  to  many  ASCS 
employees  and  SCS,  Farmers  Home,  even  Extension.  And  with  the 
supervisors  out  of  the  room,  we  would  ask,  "How  can  we  better  im- 
prove the  farm  program  in  terms  of  better  delivery  and  farm  in- 
come as  well  as  do  a  good  job  for  you  folks?"  And  we  got  some  good 
ideas. 

And  as  far  as  I  am  concerned — and  I  put  in  the  record  during 
the  last  hearing  on  this  matter,  to  set  the  record  straight  about 
some  comments  by  my  colleagues  and  some  comments  in  the  press 
about  the  number  of  employees — the  function  of  the  Department, 
the  uniqueness  of  the  workload,  and  the  mission,  and  the  fact  that 
many  of  the  claims  that  led  to  some  of  the  proposals  for 
reinventing  the  USDA  were,  in  fact,  simply  not  accurate. 

So  in  keeping  with  that,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  just  a  couple  of 
questions.  I  know  you  represent  over  13,000  workers  in  the  USDA. 
I  also  want  to  thank  you  for  saying.  No.  1,  we  need  to  improve  the 
delivery  of  service  to  the  customer.  And  you  say  some  things  about 
farm  income. 

But  I  am  a  little  puzzled  by  page  3  when  we  start  to  talk  about 
a  partnership  council.  In  each  of  the  major  program  areas,  farm  in- 
come, farm  credit,  trade,  rural  housing,  utilities,  world  business, 
the  environment,  food  safety,  nutrition,  hunger,  forestry  research, 
et  cetera,  it  seems  to  me,  when  you  are  talking  about  a  massive 
cultural  change  in  the  USDA  and  you  mention  a  partnership  coun- 
cil, this  does  get  into  policy.  I  have  some  concern  about  that. 

In  reading  through  your  statement,  you  ask  questions  about  the 
market  promotion  program;  you  ask  questions  about  marketing  or- 
ders; you  ask  questions  about  the  structuring  based  on  need,  mile- 
age, and  population. 

As  I  went  through  here,  on  page  6,  we  have  a  question  on  the 
loan  rate.  You  quote  Mr.  Willie  Nelson,  who  asked  both  Secretary 
Espy   and   the   President   last   week,   "When   will   loan   rates   be 

raised?"  .      .      ^.    ^         j 

You  are  opposed  to  NAFTA— at  least  I  am  anticipating  that— and 

support  cross  compliance  of  the  farm  programs. 
My  question  to  you,  sir,  without  trying  to  perjure  it,  is:  These  are 

policy  matters  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agnculture  and 
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this  committee.  It  is  one  thing  to  be  a  member  of  a  partnership 
council  on  behalf  of  the  employees — and  both  Mr.  Stenholm  and  I 
and  everybody  on  this  committee  have  tried  to  protect  the  employ- 
ees as  strongly  as  we  can — ^but  my  goodness,  does  this  partnership 
council  mean  the  employees  will  now  be  determining  loan  rates, 
NAFTA  policy,  and  cross  compliance  and  all  of  this? 

I  don't  get  it. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  No,  sir.  Congress  will  determine  loan  rates.  I  hope 
we  continue  to  do  things  in  the  manner  of  democracy  that  we  al- 
ways have  in  this  country. 

The  point  there  is,  at  the  bottom  of  the  page — I  think  it  is  at  the 
bottom  of  page  6  or  at  the  end  of  that  section — that  we  are  making 
is,  how  can  we  determine  the  best  organization  for  the  Department 
until  we  review  the  policies  and  make  this  new  strategic  direction? 

As  I  stated,  I  work  in  my  job  at  Farmers  Home  on  the  InfoShare 
project.  As  such,  I  steadily  worked  with  things  like  the  strategic 
business  plan  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  Adminis- 
trator Ausman  had  one,  and  it  had  a  lot  of  bad  things  in  it,  in  my 
opinion. 

What  we  are  saying  is  that  we  think  the  best  way  to  determine 
the  appropriate  organization  is  to  review  with  the  customers  and 
the  frontline  workers  these  policy  issues  and  set  new  directions  so 
that  you  can  determine  what  t)rpe  of  organization  you  need  to  de- 
liver those  directions. 

Mr.  Roberts.  But  on  page  3,  you  indicate  that  Secretary  Espy 
should  give  these  program  area  councils,  or  partnership  councils,  to 
be  established  in  every  one  of  the  major  program  areas,  a  relatively 
short  timeframe  and  the  resources  they  need  to  address  the  jus- 
tification for  the  program,  which  is  certainly  a  policy  decision,  the 
proposed  strategic  improvements  in  the  program,  the  proposed  ad- 
ministrative restructuring  of  the  program. 

And  it  is  then  when  you  ask  some  questions  under  justifying  the 
program:  Are  the  marketing  orders  really  necessary  in  this  modern 
day  age? 

And  then  you  go  on  to  the  market  promotion  program,  mention- 
ing some  specific  assistance  to  McDonald's.  "Needs"  should  be  a  key 
factor  in  restructuring  the  USDA. 

I  don't  know  what  that  means.  I  understand  that,  and  I  think  we 
ought  to  address  it.  But  I  just  wonder  how  far  the  partnership 
councils  are  going  here  on  behalf  of  the  employee  unions  in  regards 
to  policy.  I  hate  to  beat  a  dead  horse  here,  but  when  you  are  talk- 
ing about  loan  rates  and  NAFTA  and  cross  compliance  in  terms  of 
a  partnership  council  to  determine  this  policy,  it  worries  me;  and 
it  worries  me  from  the  standpoint  of  the  employee.  I  don't  think  the 
employee  really  wants  this  in  terms  of  a  future  reinvention  of  Gk)v- 
ernment. 

What  is  a  "massive  cultural  change"  in  regards  to  the  USDA? 
What  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  HoLLis.  That  means  getting  away  from  the  kind  of  culture 
of  authoritarianism  and  top-down  decisionmaking  to  the  more  hori- 
zontal, the  total-quality-management-type  culture  where  there  is  a 
more  team  approach. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  am  for  that.  Does  that  sort  of  coincide  with  the 
national  testimony  in  terms  of  letting  the  farmer  elected  committee 
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men  and  women,  help  make  these  decisions  in  terms  of  peer  review 
and  things  of  this  nature? 

Mr.  Mollis.  We  totally  support  the  farmer  elected  committees. 
And  I  totally  agree  with  his  testimony  that  we  don't  need  to  go  to 
having  two  of  them  appointed. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  out  of  time.  I  am  going  to, 
perhaps,  stay  for  another  round.  And  I  am  delighted  to  see  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee  here. 

But  I  have  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Hollis,  I  was  a  little  shocked  and  con- 
cerned in  regards  to  the  policy  ramifications  that  you  indicated  in 
your  testimony  before  the  Senate  and  the  House.  We  will  be  happy 
to  work  with  you.  I  don't  think  you  have  any  stauncher  defender 
as  a  USDA  employee  than  Mr.  Stenholm  and  Mr.  de  la  Garza  and, 
hopefully,  Mr.  Roberts. 

I  thank  the  chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

I  recognize  Chairman  de  la  Garza. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  thank  the  witnesses  for  being  here.  I  have  no  questions  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Volkmer. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Kansas  State  is  still 
ranked. 

Mr.  Bosshart,  when  we  had  the  Secretary  up  here  discussing  is- 
sues about  this,  he  and  I  had  a  discussion  about  the  use  of  words. 
And  basically  what  I  heard  from  their  testimony  was  about  the  col- 
location and  consolidation.  But  I  also  have  heard  in  the  past  "com- 
bining." And  to  me,  there  is  a  difference.  And  there  is  a  difference 
in  even  talking  to  the  Secretary  what  he  sees  in  the  use  of  the 
word  "combining"  and  what  I  see  in  the  use  of  the  word  "combin- 
ing." When  I  see  the  use  of  the  word  "combining,"  I  run  into  dif- 
ficulties. 

Let  me  ask  you  this:  If  we  would  not  just  collocate  but  we  com- 
bined those  offices  within  the  Farm  Service  Agency  on  the  local 
level  where  you  are — where  a  lot  of  my  friends  are  out  in  my  dis- 
trict, working  in  those  county  offices — could  one  person  run  all  of 
the  Farmers  Home,  ASCS,  other  than  the  conservation  program— 
because  they  go  over  to  someplace  else — and  the  other  things, 
FCIC,  et  cetera?  Can  one  person  do  all  that? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  No,  sir.  We  have  a  difficult  time  right  now.  Each 
of  those  individual  agencies  at  the  field  level  have  individual  func- 
tions, whether  they  are  collocated  or  separate.  It  is  difficult  for  me 
as  an  ASCS  Director  to  deal  just  with  the  issues  that  we  have  now. 
And  I  assume  it  is  with  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  In  other  words,  you  also  do  the  Farmers  Home 
work,  FCIC  work,  and  you  have  to  run  it  all.  Could  you  possibly 
do  that  with  all  the  regulations  and  keep  up  with  everything? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  No.  As  an  individual,  no. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  Personally,  I  don't  think  there  is  a  personal  item 
that  could  be  done  that  way. 

And,  Steve,  I  think  as  one  who  has  discussed  these  matters  with 
you  before— and  you  have  seen  some  of  the  questions  that  conie 
from  the  other  side— I  think  there  is  maybe  a  lack  of  understand- 
ing where  you  are  coming  from  and  perhaps  a  little  bit  of  suspicion. 
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I  don't  believe  that  you  want  to  run  USDA  nor  does  your  union 
want  to  run  USDA.  Correct? 

Mr.  HOLLis.  Correct. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  But  you  do  feel  that  since  your  members  are  the 
people  on  the  frontline,  more  or  less,  the  people  that  are  actually 
out  there  working,  as  Mr.  Bosshart  is  £ind  others,  that  you  have  a 
better  feel  of  what  needs  to  be  done  in  those  offices  when  we  re- 
structure than  somebody  in  Washington  DC  does? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Correct. 

Mr.  VoLKMER.  You  would  like  to  have  a  little  input  into  that.  Do 
you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  would  like  to  have  quite  a  bit  of  input  into  it,  real- 
ly. If  we  want  to  make  a  lot  of  changes,  I  think  workers  have  more 
ideas  of  things  to  change  and  improve  than  anybody  else  does. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  When  you  talk  about  programming  and  maybe  as- 
sessing programs,  et  cetera,  it  is  not  with  the  idea  of  doing  away 
with  the  program;  assessing  how  much  need  there  has  to  be  in  per- 
sonnel in  order  to  carry  out  that  program;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Correct.  And  also  consulting  with  the  clients,  the 
people  who  the  programs  serve  in  order  to  improve  those  policies. 
That  is  who  is  mainly  concerned  about  the  policy  issues. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  agree  with  you.  I  think  when  we  go  through  this 
restructuring,  I  think  Mr.  Bosshart  would  agree  with  you,  that 
what  we  need  to  do  is  assess  the  amount  of  time  that  is  needed 
on  these  programs  in  order  to  know  whether  or  not  we  are  going 
to  have  personnel  out  there.  Unless  we  don't  mind  telling  a  farmer, 
I  am  sorry,  we  are  just  not  going  to  have  personnel  available  for 
you. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Like  I  said  in  my  testimony,  to  pick  up  on  what  you 
and  Mr.  Bosshart  were  talking  about,  there  is  no  way  that  you 
could  combine  Farmers  Home,  FCIC,  and  ASCS  functions  and  SCS 
functions  and,  however  it  ends  up,  and  just  layoff  all  of  these  work- 
ers and  expect  the  remaining  workers  to  do  it. 

You  are  going  to  have  to  maintain,  and  even  rebuild  in  some 
cases,  the  frontline  staffing  level  to  improve  the  delivery  of  service. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  think  that  the  statement  on  page  8  really  fits 
\yhat  you  are  trying  to  say  here.  This  quote  from  the  North  Caro- 
lina county  supervisor:  Considering  the  number  of  clients  served, 
distance  clients  must  travel  for  service,  need  for  service  in  the  com- 
munity, rural  and  urban  orientation,  that  tells  us  in  the  way — in 
other  words,  some  of  the  things  we  need  to  consider. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Exactly. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  That  is  what  you  are  attempting  to  say  here.  All 
you  are  trying  to  do  is  say  that,  look,  we  would  like  to  have — and 
we  think  we  should  have — a  little  bit  of  input  when  you  consider 
changing  the  structure  out  there  in  the  field  offices  so  that  we  don't 
make  mistakes. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Right.  It  is  kind  of  like  the  benevolent  dictator  or 
whatever.  I  mean  Secretary  Espy  and  Congress  might  come  up 
with  the  right  decision;  but  if  you  don't  involve  the  people  on  the 
frontline  and  make  us  feel  like  we  are  a  part  of  that  decisionmak- 
ing, it  tends  to  cause  a  certain  attitude  of  cynicism.  And  we  want 
to  turn  that  around. 
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Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  would  like  to  close  with  this  comment.  Earlier 
this  year  in  my  talking  to  Mr.  Bosshart,  the  State  employees  when 
they  had  their  meeting,  what  I  found  is,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  was 
a  great  deal  of  concern  what  was  going  to  happen  as  far  as  morale, 
and  I  have  tried  to  bring  if  back  up  again. 

Morale  was  not  great;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  In  other  words,  there  is  a  lot  of  anxiety  out  there 
right  now,  isn't  there? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Because  of  the  unknown  and  not  knowing — and 
not  being  involved.  They  have  no  say-so  in  it  at  all,  correct? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Very  limited  at  the  field  level. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Gunderson. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  clarify  something.  Do  any  of  you  support  the  rec- 
ommendations that  the  NRCS  be  separate  from  FSA?  Listening  to 
your  testimony — or  do  you  all  recommend  this  be  all  one  agency? 
Just  wanted  to  clarify. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  In  fact,  if  it  was  really  us  doing  it,  if  we  were  setting 
policy,  which  is  not  our  role  as  I  have  been  reminded,  we  might 
have  the  Farm  Service  and  Rural  Development  all  one  agency  with 
SCS,  ASCS,  Farmers  Home,  FCIC,  put  it  all  in  one  agency. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr.  Kirchoff,  how  about  the  States? 

Mr.  Kirchoff.  It  is  clearly  a  judgment  call  on  where  you  put  the 
emphasis  on  the  conservation  programs,  because  there  is  that  inte- 
gral tie-in,  as  was  mentioned  earlier,  to  the  commodity  programs 
on  a  lot  of  aspects  of  this. 

I  am  not  sure  that  our  organization  necessarily  has  come  down 
on  whether  those  functions  should  be  at  the  farm  services  organiza- 
tion or  within  the  natural  resources  area,  but  however  it  is  decided, 
there  needs  to  be  clearly  a  well  thought  out  and  well-developed 
memorandum  of  agreement  or  understanding,  particularly  if  the 
functions  stay  apart  in  two  separate  agencies,  as  to  the  working  re- 
lationship between  those  agencies. 

Mr.  Gunderson.  It  seems  to  me  there  are  like  three  or  four 
areas  where  we  would  need  each  of  you  to  make  some  specific  rec- 
ommendations to  us  in  terms  of  personnel,  in  terms  of  location,  in 
terms  of  role  of  the  committees,  county  committees,  in  terms  of  the 
appeal  process,  those  kind  of  things  have  to  be  worked  up. 

Mr.  Bosshart,  you  might  want  to  begin  this,  but  I  would  like  to 
hear  from  all  of  you.  How  do  you  recommend  we  handle  the  reality 
that  this  new  FSA  is  going  to  have  some  civil  service  and  some 
noncivil  service  employees  and  apparently,  according  to  the  Sec- 
retary's recommendation,  we  are  going  to  maintain  that  differentia- 
tion? ,  1  •  J 
How  do  we  do  that.  No.  1,  and  how  do  we  deal  with  salanes  and 
benefits?  No.  2,  how  do  we  deal  with  authority?  No.  3,  what  is  the 
role  of  the  committee  in  hiring  and  firing  these  people?  We  need 
some  guidance,  I  think,  in  this  very  complicated  area. 

Mr.  Bosshart.  One  of  the  issues  that  I  think  we  have  main- 
tained as  employees  of  county  committees  is  that  that  does  help 
our  responsiveness  to  the  people  that  we  serve. 
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We  have  authority  right  out  there.  We  have  a  local  committee 
that  is  in  charge  of  the  overall  supervision,  and  that  can  be  carried 
out  on  a  regular  basis.  I  think  that  has  provided  us  not  only  re- 
sponsiveness in  short  turnaround  times,  but  also  some  flexibility 
that,  in  fact,  the  Vice  President's  data  that  has  been  gathered  is 
questioning  whether  that  flexibility  is  available  through  the  more 
structured  single  line  civil  service  system. 

I  think  that  at  the  local  level,  by  and  large,  county  office  employ- 
ees are  part  of  the  same  retirement  system,  have  the  same  benefit 
package  virtually  as  civil  service  Federal  employees  have.  There 
are  a  few  differences. 

A  big  hang-up  seems  to  have  been  some  discussions  prior  to  this 
time  as  can  a  local  committee  or  some  noncivil  service  person  or 
entity  supervise,  provide  any  supervision  for  a  civil  service  em- 
ployee? 

And  our  position  would  be  that  we  ought  to  be  able  to  do  that 
with  a  local  elected  committee  in  terms  of  the  folks  together.  I  am 
not  prepared  today  to  say  that  I  have  necessarily  got  the  answers, 
but  I  don't  think  that  it  is  necessarily  insurmountable  that  it  could 
not  be  worked  out,  but  there  really,  at  the  field  level,  there  is  not 
as  great  a  difference  between  those  county  ASC  employees  and 
Federal  employees  in  terms  of  their  benefit  package,  and  when  I 
talk  to  my  local  district  conservationist  and  ask  him  if  he  would 
work  for  the  ASC  committee  if  he  had  the  same  pay  scale,  the 
leave  benefits  and  so  forth,  would  he  have  any  problem  working  for 
the  local  ASC  committee,  and  his  response  was  to  me,  as  long  as 
you  don't  change  my  benefits,  the  benefit  package,  insurance,  my 
leave  and  my  pay,  I  will  work  for  the  ASC  committee  or  whatever 
committee  it  is  called. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  Mr.  Bosshart,  can  I  urge  you  to  put  together  a 
task  force  within  your  association  to  look  at  this  and  make  some 
recommendations?  Because  I  don  f:  know  how  you  are  going  to  have 
a  county  committee  that  is  going  to  have  any  authority  over  a  civil 
service  employee  and  still  comply  with,  very  frankly,  EEOC  regula- 
tions and  discrimination  and  things  like  that. 

I  mean,  we  got  a  mess  here  that  is  not  going  to  be  easy  to  figure 
out,  and  I  think  we  need  to  spend  some  time  on  it.  Are  there  any 
other  comments? 

Mr.  Matheson,  the  county  committees,  where  are  you  at  on  all 
this? 

Mr.  Matheson.  Well,  it  is  an  intriguing  issue  that  you  bring  up. 
I  see  a  conflict  now  because  district  directors  are  under  civil  serv- 
ice, and  there  is  that  feeling  that  they  don't  have  the  opportunity 
for  advancement,  or  the  recognition  for  doing  extra  workload,  that 
the  ASCS  employee,  line  employees  have. 

So  I  think  this  needs  to  be  looked  into  and  see  what— I  think 
that  there  is  a  muffling  of  the  ambition  or  the  reward  that  the  dis- 
trict directors  are  getting  because  they  are  held  back  by  civil  serv- 
ice. 

Mr.  GUNDERSON.  OK,  my  time  is  up.  I  will  come  back  to  ques- 
tions later. 

Thanks. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Holden. 

Mr.  Holden.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Tom,  I  have  been  spending  a  lot  of  time  in  my  district  in  Penn- 
sylvania, meeting  with  the  field  office  personnel  and  I  certainly 
share  the  feelings  of  my  colleague  from  Missouri  that  there  is  a  lot 
of  anxiety  among  the  field  office  employees,  but  the  main  message 
that  I  have  been  receiving  loud  and  clear,  I  am  curious  as  to 
whether  this  is  unique  to  Pennsylvania  or  not,  is  that  the  agencies 
are  actually  becoming  less  farmer  friendly  because  over  the  period 
of  the  last  10  years,  they  have  taken  the  hardest  hit. 

They  have  seen  their  number  of  employees  decrease  constantly 
and  they  are  not  able  to  provide  the  services  to  the  farmer  that 
they  were  able  to  provide  say  10  years  ago,  certainly  not  as  much 
as  20  years  ago,  and  they  feel  that  under  this  reorganization  plan, 
if  they  are  asked  to  sacrifice,  merge,  and  have  layoffs,  that  they 
will  actually  become  less  farmer  friendly  and  that  is  not  the  inten- 
tion of  myself  and  I  am  sure  the  rest  of  my  colleagues  on  this  com- 
mittee and  I  was  just  wondering,  is  that  situation  unique  to  Penn- 
sylvania or  are  you  hearing  that  from  your  members  all  over  the 
country? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  I  think  we  are  hearing  that  from  our  members  all 
across  the  country.  We  have  been  less  farmer  friendly  for  a  variety 
of  reasons  in  past  years,  and  in  various  parts  of  the  country  it  is 
going  to  be  difficult  to  reverse  that  trend,  if  you  will,  if,  in  the 
sense  of  field  level  employees,  reorganization  simply  means  cutting 
the  number  of  field  employees. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  would  just  add,  in  my  written  statement,  there  are 
a  number  of  statements  from  field  office  employees,  several  from 
Pennsylvania  and  elsewhere,  both  expressing  those  types  of  con- 
cerns and  positive  suggestions  for  doing  things  better. 

We  have  surveyed  people  nationwide,  and  I  can  send  to  you  the 
full  record  of  some  of  the  comments  from  the  people  if  you  would 
like. 

Mr.  HOLDEN.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Ewing. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  the  last  4  or  8  years,  has  there  been  a  marked  decrease  in  the 
number  of  employees  in  the  field  in  the  different  agencies? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  can  speak  in  terms  of  Farmers  Home  Administra- 
tion most  clearly.  There  has  been — the  previous  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, Mr.  Madigan,  and  the  previous  Administrator  of  Farmers 
Home,  Mr.  La  Verne  Ausman,  had  the  philosophy  of  turning  Farm- 
ers Home  Administration  into  a  bank  like  Citi-Corps. 

They  called  it  centralized  servicing,  creditworthiness,  and  credit 
quality.  What  the  field  officeworkers  at  Farmers  Home  tell  us  is 
that  they  took  those  county  supervisors,  who  perhaps  had  the 
worst  relationship  with  the  customers,  and  moved  them  up  to  the 
State  offices  as  reviewers,  and  that  work  now  of  the  county  front- 
line workers  can  be  reviewed  four  times  before  a  loan  can  be  made 
or  a  program  approval  can  be 

Mr.  EwiNG.  My  question  was,  have  we  had  a  marked  reduction.'' 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Yes,  in  the  frontline  there  was  a  marked  reduction. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  But  did  we  have  a  reduction  in  employees? 

Mr.  HoLLis.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ewing.  The  frontline,  but  you  moved  them. 
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Mr.  HOLLIS.  There  has  been  an  overall  reduction  in  terms  of 
Farmers  Home  Administration  employees  of  about  10  percent  over 
the  last  5  years. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  And  the  rest  of  you,  can  you 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  In  terms  of  permanent  employees,  I  believe  that 
ours  has  been  relatively  static.  Part  of  our  job  mission  is  to  be  ac- 
complished with  the  use  of  temporary  employees,  and  it  has  been 
much  more  difficult  in  recent  years  to  add  on  the  temporary  em- 
ployees. So  there  has  been  a  reduction. 

We  haven't  added  on  the  temporary  employees,  but  my  opinion, 
staffing  at  the  field  level  has  been  relatively  static  in  recent  years. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  Anyone  else? 

Mr.  Matheson.  As  the  workload  gets  more  intense  because  of 
the  more  complicated  programs,  I  think  then  ASCS  has  been  utiliz- 
ing these  temporary  employees,  like  we  have  in  the  emergency  sit- 
uation— the  floods  in  the  middle  of  the  country. 

But  I  am  from  Massachusetts  and  I  have  seen  a  big  increase  in 
the  employees  at  our  county  conservation  districts.  They  keep  add- 
ing different  programs  and  they  have  increased  their  employees. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  A  follow-up  question:  If,  as  part  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion, one  of  the  goals  of  this  administration  is  to  cut  the  number 
of  employees  in  the  field  offices,  is  that  possible  without  reducing 
programs  or  reducing  services? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  No,  it  is  not  possible  in  the  field.  In  fact,  I  just  want- 
ed to  add  on  this  whole  issue,  due  to  the — I  think  it  is  called — I 
know  it  is  called  the  FTE  ceilings  that  the  budget  process  has  im- 
posed, which  President  Clinton  and  Vice  President  Gore  are  saying 
they  might  get  away  from,  due  to  that,  they  have  had  to  hire  con- 
tract labor  to  do  a  lot  of  the  servicing  of  the  programs  in  the  field, 
the  appraisals,  the  interest  credit  renewals.  Some  of  the  farm  serv- 
icing in  terms  of  Farmer  Home  programs  have  been  contracted  out, 
and  again  in  my  written  statement,  people  from  the  field  are  pro- 
viding documentation  as  to  how  wasteful  that  contracting  out  has 
been  from  a  taxpayer  perspective  and  from  a  quality  of  customer 
service  perspective,  and  that,  in  fact,  there  is  a  need  to  bring  that 
work  back  to  USDA  workers  who  work  for  the  Government. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  Well,  are  your  organizations  on  board  for  reorganiza- 
tion, or  are  you  going  to  be  holding  back?  I  mean,  what  do  you 
think  of  the  President's  plan  or  the  Secretary's  plan — or  do  you 
think  it  is  not  workable? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  As  far  as  NASCO  and  ASCS  employees,  I  think 
we  are  for  reorganization  in  the  right  direction.  There  are  areas  we 
can  make  improvements. 

We  need  to  consult,  as  you  folks  are  and  this  subcommittee  is 
today,  with  people  on  the  frontline.  I  don't  know  that  there  has 
been  enough  of  that  in  the  past  and  we  are  concerned  that  that  is 
done  before  hard  and  fast  decisions  are  made. 

In  terms  of  reducing  employees  at  the  field  level,  until  such  time 
as  there  is  a  decision  made  that  program  areas  can  be  simplified 
and  we  have  less  paperwork  and  programs,  there  is  just  going  to 
be  a  reduction  in  the  service  to  the  people  that  we  are  supposed 
to  serve,  because  I  have  worked  for  ASCS  for  22  V2  years  and  I  can 
look  at  some  of  the  activities  that  we  are  doing  today,  in  terms  of 
the  programs,  that  are  not  significantly  different  than  they  were  in 
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1971,  and  yet  we  can  have  three  times  the  amount  of  time  used 
for  virtually  the  same  kind  of  program  activity  due  to  the  amount 
of  papers. 

So  it  isn't  going  to  be  something  that  I  think  we  can  accomplish 
and  still  maintain  levels  of  service,  if  that  is  what  we  are  looking 
at. 
Mr.  EwiNG.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mrs.  Clayton. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  the  panelists  for  their  testimony,  too.  Although 
I  haven't  read  all  the  written  testimony,  I  would  like  to  ask — any- 
one who  would  like  to  answer,  isn't  it  really  a  natural  tendency  to 
resist  reorganization  in  terms  of  policy  and  function,  and  given 
that,  when  we  think  of  structure  and  reduction,  one  does  have  to 
look  at  policy  because  it  is  important,  not  the  numbers  you  have 
there,  but  the  role  of  the  individuals  and  the  authority.  And  so  my 
question  to  you  would  be:  What  do  you  suggest  that  the  Secretary 
or  this  subcommittee  should  do  other  than  consult  with  you  in 
terms  of  finding  out  what  role  and  function  and  how  that  can  be 
alleviated  or  how  that  can  be  consolidated  rather  than  looking  at 
the  agencies? 

Because  some  of  this  is  how  you  perform,  pieces  of  paper  for  one 
function,  or  who  has  the  authority  to  make  the  decision,  and  how 
long  it  takes  to  make  a  loan.  So  some  of  the  structures  are  inher- 
ently built  by  the  roles  and  functions  and  the  purpose  for  what  you 
are  doing  on  programs,  so  have  you  made  any  suggestions  to  us  or 
the  President,  any  of  you  on  that? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  Presently,  within  ASCS,  our  agency  is  in  the 
process  right  now  of  looking  at  internal  rules  and  regulations  and 
why  do  we  do  what  it  is  that  we  do. 

Is  it  a  matter  of  law  or  has  it  been  administrative  rules  that 
caused  that  to  happen,  and  they  have  included  and  involved  field 
level  employees  on  task  forces,  as  well  as  up  to  the  Washington 
level,  and  we  are  real  positive  that  there  is  going  to  be  some  good 
changes  made  that  way.  I  think  that  there  has  been — in  my  activ- 
ity addressing  this  and  what  we  are  seeing  today  is  that  for  the 
task  forces,  and  you  need  to  gather  as  much  information  as  you 
can,  you  have  an  unenviable  job,  but  let's  go  down  to  the  field  too 
and  be  sure  that  when  we  make  the  decisions,  we  know  how  many 
pieces  of  paper  have  to  be  used  for  a  particular  function  and  talk- 
ing to  those  people  right  out  there. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Your  report  is  going  where  now?  The  one  that  you 
are  making  an  assessment  and  evaluation. 

Mr.  BosSHART.  I  believe  that  is  going  to  be  used  within  ASCS 
and  it  also  will  go  to  the  Secretary,  I  believe. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  So  it  will  be  a  part  of  the  consultation  process? 

Mr.  BosSHART.  I  believe  so. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  How  about  the  other  agencies.  Farmers  Home 
and  the  farm  committee  and  the  State? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Yes,  in  Farmers  Home,  and  in  my  written  statement 
that  will  be  in  the  record  actually  contains  a  number  of  specific 


suggestions  from , 

Mrs.  Clayton.  I  don't  mean  the  partnerships,  but  I  mean  the 
agency  itself  make  an  assessment. 
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Mr.  HOLLIS.  Pardon? 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Were  you  referring  to  the  partnerships? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  No.  Better  ways  to  get  the  job  done  that  are  more 
customer  friendly,  and  basically  to  summarize  those. 

The  points  that  Farmers  Home  workers  are  recommending  is 
that,  one,  wherever  Federal  workers  can  do  the  job  more  efficiently 
and  effectively  than  contractors  can,  let's  get  rid  of  the  contractors 
first  and  have  Federal  workers  do  these  jobs  that  have  gone  to  con- 
tractors due  to  the  FTE  ceilings  and  the  past  policies. 

Two,  they  emphasize  removing  some  of  the  layers  of  review  and 
control  that  I  was  referring  to  a  little  while  ago  and  bringing  the 
program  approval  authority  back  down  to  the  local  level,  and  of 
course  they  emphasize  reducing  the  regulations,  simplifying  the 
regulations  and  the  paperwork  and  not  having  Washington  man- 
agement or  whoever  from  Washington  all  of  a  sudden  come  out  and 
say,  drop  whatever  you  are  doing,  we  need  a  report  on  this  or  that. 

Set  up  computer  systems  where  they  can  get  the  report  without 
having  to  interfere  with  the  day-to-day  customer  service  work  of 
the  people. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Yes.  Mr.  Matheson. 

Mr.  Matheson.  The  farmer  is  in  favor  of  reorganization.  We 
don't  want  to  give  you  the  wrong  thoughts  here.  We  are. 

The  point  is,  we  don't  want  to  make  it  more  complicated.  We 
don't  want  the  cost-sharing  practices  of  conservation  being  taken 
from  where  it  has  been  working  and  move  it  to  another  Under  Sec- 
retary, a  whole  new  chain  of  events  and  authority,  and  that  is 
where  our  concerns  are,  but  as  a  farmer,  we  have  to  deal  with  the 
rules  and  regulations  and  we  want  to  have  them  simplified  just  as 
much  as  possible.  We  know  what  has  been  working.  The  part  that 
has  been  working,  let's  not  make  it  more  complicated. 

Mr.  KiRCHOFF.  Mrs.  Clayton,  other  than  sharing  generally  the 
same  constituency  in  the  State,  the  interaction  between  the  State 
departments  of  agriculture  and  Farmers  Home  and  ASCS  is  prob- 
ably minimal.  However,  our  members  do  hear  a  lot  of  anecdotal 
feedback  from  the  farmers  and  ranchers  about  problems  they  have 
encountered  elsewhere  with  government,  whether  that  is  Federal, 
State  or  local. 

So  I  have  been  rather  silent  in  a  lot  of  the  areas  here  because 
it  is  really  not  our  area  to  comment  on  specifically,  although 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Duplication,  right? 

Mr.  KiRCHOFF.  Yes,  ma'am.  We  would  suggest  it  is  entirely  ap- 
propriate— I  think  the  easiest  thing  you  can  count,  on  some  of  the 
stuff  we  have  seen  so  far  in  reorganization,  is  potentially  how 
many  people  may  be  eliminated  in  the  process.  But,  I  think  you  are 
quite  right  to  say  that  in  addition  to  looking  at  people,  we  need  to 
look  at  redtape,  all  sorts  of  other  issues  that  need  to  be  considered 
in  how  you  streamline  the  process. 

It  is  not  necessarily  getting  rid  of  people  that  makes  the  process 
streamlined.  It  is  getting  rid  of  regulations  and  rules  that  basically 
serve  no  purpose  or  duplication  of  activities. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Barrett. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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I  appreciate  your  calling  together  such  an  ambitious  number  of 
witnesses  to  discuss  or  review  the  USDA  proposed  reorganization. 
One  thing  that  has  interested  me  recently  is  Secretary  Espy's  ap- 
parent effort  to  change  the  appeals  process  where  he  calls  for  the 
elimination  of  the  current  process  through  the  county  committees 
and  then  creating  independent  agencies,  and  perhaps  to  you,  Mr. 
Bosshart,  and  perhaps  to  you,  Mr.  Matheson,  first,  would  you  care 
to  elaborate  on  that  suggestion,  how  it  would  affect  your  employ- 
ees? 

Would  this  be  perhaps  a  more  expeditious  process  or  less  or  will 
it  be  more  fair,  less  fair?  Could  you  share  with  the  subcommittee? 
Mr.  Bosshart.  First,  one  of  the  strong  points  that  we  had  is, 
again,  confining  to  ASCS  programs,  we  have  had  an  appeal  proc- 
ess. I  would  still  think  that  if  you  are  going  to  have  committees  in 
the  organization  making  an  initial  decision,  that  the  first  line 
would  have  to  be  the  entity  that  made  the  first  decision  and  appeal 
through  that  process. 

It  may  be  beneficial  at  a  higher  level  to  have  an  appeal  authority 
that  was  completely  removed  from  the  programmatic  activities, 
possibly  that  are  being  appealed.  There  may  be  a  perception,  at 
least  on  the  part  of  appellants,  that  it  might  be  more  equitable. 

In  terms  of  function  and  operation,  I  won't  comment  on  whether 
it  would  be  more  expeditious  than  the  current  system. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Are  you  suggesting  that  maybe  the  independent 
appeals  branch  would  have  some  possibility  that  should  be  ex- 
plored, that  should  be  continued?  Is  that  what  you  are  telling  me? 

You  started  out  with  a  local 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  started  out  at  the  local  level  and  at  the  local 
and  the  State,  and  then  I  think  that  potentially  an  independent  ap- 
peals branch  to  cover  the  areas  would  have  some  potential  merit. 
Mr.    Barrett.    You    would    concur   with    the    Secretary's    rec- 
ommendations? 
Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr.  Barrett.  Mr.  Matheson. 
Mr.  Matheson.  Yes,  I  concur  with  that  too,  sir. 
One  of  the  problems  we  see  with  moving  the  conservation  pro- 
grams to  this  tactical  resources  branch  is  that  there  is  no  appeals 
process  there,   and  what  we  end  up  with  is  compromise,  com- 
promise, compromise. 

There  isn't  the  evaluation  of  what  is  right  and  what  is  wrong  and 
what  the  law  is,  and  that  is  what  the  ASCS  has  to  offer.  The  for- 
mation of  this  appeals  system  would  be  in  place  and  we  all  concur 
with  that.  The  farmers  are  in  agreement  with  that. 

We  don't  want  to  focus  on  that  1  percent  that  isn't  m  agreement 
with  us.  We  want  to  focus  on  the  95  percent  or  99.5  percent  that 
is  working  and  we  don't  have  these  debates.  It  is  the  trust  m  the 
type  of  committee  and  making  these  hard  decisions  accordmg  to 
local  conditions. 
Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you. 
Anybody  else?  Mr.  HoUis. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Sir,  one  of  our  unions  represents  the  people  who 
work  in  the  National  Appeals  Division  and  those  stafl^  people  are 
very  supportive  of  the  National  Appeals  Division  becommg  totally 
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independent  of  the  agencies  which  it  reviews  and  being  estabUshed 
at  the  Department  level. 

Representative  Johnson  and  Senator  Conrad  have  legislation 
that  is  designed  to  ensure  that  USDA  clients,  or  the  new  word  is 
customers,  have  a  fully  procedurally  as  well  as  organizationally 
independent  appeals  process  at  the  higher  levels,  and  that  legisla- 
tion still  includes  the  county  committees  as  the  jfirst  step,  but  it  in- 
sures that  at  the  top  level,  not  even  the  Secretary  should  be  able 
to  overturn  a  decision  of  an  impartial  third-party  appeals  process, 
and  that  is  a  right  we  feel  customers  should  have  just  as  the  work- 
ers have. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kirchoff,  perhaps  from  the  vantage  point  of  the  State  agri- 
cultural departments. 

Mr.  Kirchoff.  We  would  defer  to  the  Secretary's  judgment  on 
precisely  how  an  appeals  process  is  set  up.  Again,  we  hear 
anecdotally  from  a  lot  of  our  producers,  farmers,  and  ranchers  out 
there,  problems  they  have  encountered. 

We  do  think  it  is  meritorious  though  to  create  a  more  stream- 
lined appeals  process  and  make  sure  that  there  is  an  effort  to  be 
sure  that  fairness  and  integrity  is  in  the  system. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Somehow  that  doesn't  surprise  me.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Pomeroy. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this  very 
informative  hearing  and  commend  the  panel  for  their  excellent  tes- 
timony. 

I  have  been  trying  to  sort  out  the  relative  functions  of  ASCS  and 
SCS  and  their  interrelationship.  While  there  may  be  questions 
about  where  we  are  going,  in  my  mind  they  are  not  as  great  as  the 
questions  about  where  we  are. 

I  don't  think  anj^hing  is  more  instructive  on  exactly  the  confused 
state  of  the  present  affairs  than  what  I  have  seen  contained  on 
pages  7  through  9  of  Mr.  Bosshart's  testimony,  and  I  just  want  to 
make  sure  I  have  this  straight. 

If  I  track  this  as  you  have  outlined  it,  the  farmer  goes  to  ASCS, 
gets  an  application,  fills  it  out.  It  is,  let's  say,  a  conservation  pro- 
gram, so  the  ASCS  sends  it  to  SCS.  SCS  does  a  needs  determina- 
tion and  if  it  is  approved,  sends  it  back  to  ASCS. 

At  that  point,  the  ASCS  county  committee  reviews  it  to  see 
whether  it  is  a  funding  priority  and  whether  in  fact  there  are  funds 
available.  If  so,  then  it  goes  back  to  SCS  for  development  of  stand- 
ards for  the  construction  of  a  project  as  well  as  oversight. 

Once  the  work  is  completed,  at  which  time  if  it  is  constructed  in 
compliance  with  SCS,  it  is  sent  back  to  ASCS  for  the  cutting  of  the 
check.  Is  that  essentially  the  process? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  Yes,  sir;  it  is. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  Well,  we  have  sent  this  farmer  back  and  forth  be- 
tween these  agencies  at  this  point  four  times.  We  have  subjected 
his  project  to  a  review  by  each  agency  on  two  different  occasions. 

There  have  been  three  SCS  decisions  and  three  ASCS  decisions 
along  in  this  process,  and  these  decisions  are  made  relative  to  dif- 
ferent points  of  evaluations. 
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For  example,  the  ASCS  decision  is  an  appropriate  program.  The 
SCS  decision,  does  he  have  a  need  and  project  which  qualify?  The 
ASCS  decision  is,  is  it  a  priority  project  and  is  there  money?  The 
SCS  decision  is  relative  to  stzmdards  and  the  ASCS  decision  is  rel- 
ative to  SCS  compliance. 

Clearly,  we  couldn't  create  a  more  farmer  unfriendly  environ- 
ment, I  think,  than  this  situation  where  the  farmer,  particularly  in 
situations  where  you  don't  have  collocation,  is  at  this  point  feeling 
like  a  Ping-pong  ball  and  the  project  evaluated  by  any  number  of 
different  points  of  evaluation. 

If  I  were  a  participant  in  this  process,  as  a  farmer  with  a  pro- 
posed project,  I  would  not  at  any  given  point  in  time,  I  think,  have 
a  clear  understanding  of  exactly  where  my  proposal  was  and  what 
was  the  basis  for  its  evaluation. 

How  do  you  respond  to  that,  Mr.  Bosshart? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  In  part,  I  certainly  agree  with  what  you  said.  One 
point  of  clarification  is  that  generally  speaking,  the  paper  goes 
back  and  forth  a  lot. 

The  farmer  generally  comes  into  one  or  the  other  office,  makes 
an  application.  The  balance  is  done  by  mail  or  a  visit  to  the  farm 
by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  person,  and  then  there  is  a  second 
visit  by  the  producer  if  the  project  is  approved. 

When  they  come  in  and  tell  us  it  is  all  done  and  according  to  the 
specifications,  I  am  applying  for  payment.  But  in  terms  of  the  pa- 
perwork aspect  here,  it  is  cumbersome  and  difficult  to  explain  to 
the  producer  of  a  given  status  of  an  application. 

The  application  generally  is  not  reviewed  separately  by  the  agen- 
cies. In  my  office,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  person  sits  in  on 
the  county  committee  meetings  right  at  the  initial  time  the  applica- 
tion is  submitted  with  some  recommendations,  preliminary  rec- 
ommendations. 

SCS  does  visit  the  farm  and  they  come  back  in,  but  there  is  an 
interaction  between  the  technical  engineering  expertise  of  SCS  and 
the  county  ASC  committee  as  the  approving  authority,  and  quite 
frankly,  we  are  concerned  potentially  that — even  a  proposal  is 
going  to  continue  this  operation. 

On  the  surface,  it  may  look  like  it  is  going  to  smooth  it  out  and 
everything  is  going  to  run  necessarily  through  SCS,  but  my  ques- 
tion is,  if  they  barely  have  enough  technical  expertise  out  at  the 
county  level  right  now,  since  even  the  1985  farm  bill,  to  accomplish 
what  it  is  they  have  been  charged  to  accomplish,  and  we  have  one 
technical  engineering  design  tech  person  in  the  county,  how  is  it 
that  they  are  only  going  to  do  that  and  also  do  the  administrative 
Drocess? 

And  i  see  that  there  certainly  is  room  to  improve  this  whole  proc- 
ess and  we  have  some  thoughts  and  ideas  on  that. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  Your  testimony  makes  a  couple  of  points.  I  think 
on  the  one  hand  it  talks  about  the  screwed  up  state  of  affairs  we 
presently  have.  On  the  other  hand,  it  shows  the  level  of  integration 
of  programs,  which  makes  any  of  the  reorganization  proposals  in 
this  area  something  like  surgery  on  Siamese  twins. 

It  is  going  to  be  very  difficult  to  have  each  later  independent 
agency  functioning  well. 
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Thank  you.  My  time  is  up,  but  there  is  a  follow-up,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  Mr.  Matheson  might  make  a  brief  comment. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Sure. 

Mr.  Matheson.  Mr.  Pomeroy,  the  way  that  it  works  out  in  the 
field  is  I  am  a  farmer.  That  is  what  I  do  for  a  living.  I  go  to  the 
ASCS  and  I  say  I  want  to  do  this  thing.  The  county  committee  ex- 
amines it  to  see  if  it  does  fit  into  the  program. 

They  contact  SCS  and  ask  SCS  to  go  out  and  see  what  the  phys- 
ical fact  is,  does  this  fit  into  that  regulation?  They  return  that  data 
to  ASCS  that  in  fact  the  physical  facts  are  or  are  not  able  to  do 
this,  and  then  that  is  it. 

If  the  physical  facts,  the  technical  facts  don't  allow  that  project 
to  go  forward,  ASCS  informs  the  farmer  of  that.  This  is  all  done 
by  telephone.  I  have  only  made  one  trip  to  the  ASCS.  SCS  tells  me 
whether  that  is  possible  or  not  possible  because  of  the  grades  or 
the  physical  facts  or  the  technical  facts.  They  report  that  back  to 
ASCS.  ASCS  tells  me  whether  I  can  go  ahead  with  the  project  or 
not. 

So  as  far  as  a  farmer  goes,  I  have  a  very  friendly  thing  that  I 
do  now.  I  make  one  trip  to  ASCS.  Somebody  comes  back  and  tells 
me  whether  I  can  or  I  can't. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  Your  long  and  public  spirited  participation  in  this 
process  has  made  you  an  expert.  I  am  not  sure  that  someone  with- 
out this  level  of  expertise  you  have  would  find  it  quite  so  friendly. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Allard. 

Mr.  Allard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  witnesses  for  being  with  us  this  morn- 
ing. I  have  some  concerns  about  the  appeals  process  up  to  the  Fed- 
eral level. 

We  talk  about  fairness  and  independence.  Nobody  is  talking 
about  whether  they  are  qualified  to  hear  the  facts.  It  has  been  my 
experience  in  a  lot  of  these  issues  that  come  up  before  soil  con- 
servation are  very  complicated  and  vary  considerably  from  one  part 
of  the  country  to  the  other. 

What  is  being  done  to  assure  that  if  we  go  to  that  appeals  proc- 
ess that  would  be  independent,  that  the  people  that  are  hearing  it 
clearly  understand  the  programs  and  the  issues?  Does  anybody 
have  a  response  to  that? 

You  see,  I  am  not  hearing  any  dialog  on  that  so  I  just  bring  that 
up  for  some  thought. 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  I  would  make  a  comment  from  the  standpoint 
that  that  is  a  very  legitimate  concern  and  one  that  ASCS  has  ex- 
tensive experience  in  in  terms  of  appeals. 

Working  with  our  customer  base  and  they  appeal  directly  at  the 
county  level  and  that  is  why  we  feel  from  the  standpoint,  for  in- 
stance, if  we  are  going  to  have  a  producer  appeal  within  the  system 
under  the  current  system  right  now,  they  are  talking  to  farmers  or 
agricultural-related  folks  on  that  county  committee  and  at  the 
same  time  that  they  are  in  for  a  hearing,  for  instance,  if  it  is  SCS, 
we  have  the  SCS  conservationist  sitting  in  on  that  hearing.  I  think 
that  is  something  that  is  a  concern  of  ours  if  we  are  going  to 
change  the  appeal  process,  that  there  is  something  maintained  to 
make  sure  that  you  may  have  some  expertise  in  terms  of  the  form 
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and  what  needs  to  be  covered  in  terms  of  due  process,  but  you  also 
have  someone  there  with  expertise  from  the  standpoint  of  the  prac- 
tical matter  and  what  the  appellant  is  really  talking  about,  and  I 
think  that  has  to  be  a  paramount  concern  if  we  are  looking  at  mov- 
ing to  an  independent-type  of  appeal  process. 

Mr.  Allard.  Thank  you  for  your  answer. 

Mr.  HoUis,  you  talk  about  moving  away  from  contracting  for 
service  to  having  the  Federal  employee  do  that. 

It  sounds  to  me  like  you  are  talking  about  more  Federal  employ- 
ees, where  the  reinventing  Government  was  to  reduce  the  number 
of  employees. 

Did  I  misunderstand  what  the  goals  are  of  Vice  President  Gore? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Of  course,  the  union  may  not  have  100  percent 
agreement  with  Vice  President  Gore,  but,  we  have  considerable 
agreement,  and  part  of  the  commitment  that  Vice  President  Gore 
and  the  whole  reinventing  Government  process — in  fact,  it  is  an  ex- 
ecutive order  now,  to  reduce  the  numbers  of  management,  but  to 
double  the  supervisory  to  nonsupervisory  ratio. 

As  I  said  earlier,  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  there  is  cur- 
rently one  supervisor  for  every  four  workers. 

Mr.  Allard.  I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  that  a  little  bit.  So  you 
are  talking  about  cuts  here  in  Washington? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Not  only  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Allard.  At  the  regional  level? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  For  example,  I  work  in  St.  Louis  at  a  service  center 
for  Farmers  Home  Administration.  I  work  on  the  InfoShare  project 
side  by  side  with  the  second  in  command  for  information  systems 
in  Farmers  Home  Administration. 

We  sit  at  the  same  table  and  work  on  problems  together.  I  work 
with  the  person  under  him,  side  by  side,  the  person  under  him, 
side  by  side,  the  person  under  him,  side  by  side.  There  are  five  peo- 
ple, five  layers  of  supervision  between  myself  and  the  people  that 
I  work  with. 

Mr.  Allard.  Is  that  at  the  regional  level  or  is  that  at  the  State 
level? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  It  is  a  national  service  center  for  farmers — it  is  a  na- 
tional accounting  and  computer 

Mr.  Allard.  So  it  is  regional? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  It  is  national. 

Mr.  Allard.  National,  regional. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  But  it  is  in  St.  Louis. 

Mr.  Allard.  The  plan  is  that  you  are  going  to  address  this  with 
vacancy  savings.  It  seems  to  me  like  there  is— you  are  not  going 
to  reach  at  all  with  vacancy  savings,  that  you  are  going  to  have  to 
identify  individuals. 

How  are  you  going  to  remove  those  individuals  from  those  middle 
management  positions?  Because  I  don't  think  there  is  going  to  be 
enough  vacancy  savings  to  do  that. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  The  other  problem  with  going  strictly  by  attrition  or 
RIF,  is  it  is  the  people  on  the  bottom  who  are  the  lowest  underpaid 
clerical  staff  and  so  on  are  the  ones  that  are  RIF'd  most. 

Mr.  Allard.  They  aren't  given  a  chance  to  move  up  is  obvious 
so  that  could  be  a  morale  problem.  The  other  thing  is,  nobody  is 
answering  this  question  either.  How  are  you  going  to  identify  those 
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individuals  in  middle  management,  how  are  you  going  to  get  rid  of 
that  position? 

How  are  you  going  to — are  you  going  to  transfer  that  guy  to  an- 
other place  or  is  he  going  to  be  given  incentives  for  early  retire- 
ment or  what?  Because  I  just  don't  see  a  vacancy  savings  accom- 
plishing that. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  That  is  what  I  was  going  to  say.  We  have  rec- 
ommended— and  again,  we  need  a  process  here.  You  can't  answer 
all  these  questions  just  like  that,  but  we  have  recommended  a  com- 
bination of  early-outs  with  performance  management  actions. 

They  have  no  problem  setting  performance  standards  and  getting 
rid  of  some  of  our  bargaining  unit  workers  who  are  poor  perform- 
ers. Let's  set  some  new  reinvent  Government-style  performance 
standards  for  middle  managers  and  if  they  can't  meet  them,  there 
is  a  performance  system  to  follow. 

Mr.  Allard.  So  we  evaluate  how  they  are  working  and  if  they 
don't  do  a  good  job  and  they  displace  them,  you  would  go  along 
with  that  agreement? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Managers,  sure. 

Mr.  Allard.  Middle  management? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Just  not  my  frontline  workers. 

Mr.  Allard.  Yes,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Dooley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Hollis,  I  just  have  one  question.  On  the  criteria  that  was  ini- 
tially developed  by  Secretary  Madigan  and  has  been  further  en- 
hanced by  Secretary  Espy  to  determine  the  criteria  that  would  lead 
to  which  offices  might  be  shut  down  and  relocated,  are  you  in  basic 
agreement  with  that  criteria? 

Mr.  Hollis.  This  is  why  I  say  the  partnership  process  hasn't 
gone  far  enough  in  USDA.  We  have  asked  the  Secretary  and  the 
new  administration  to  share  those  criteria  with  us  and  all  that  doc- 
umentation with  us. 

We  haven't  received  it  yet.  Part  of  a  partnership  is  to  have  access 
to  information.  I  hear  rumors  that  the  criteria  used  by  Mr.  Mad- 
igan and  OMB  was  not  good,  that  it  didn't — they  used  some  com- 
puter reports  and  so  on,  but  that  the  workers  were  not  allowed  to 
enter  true  figures  into  these  computer  reports,  and  so  that  they 
were  very  skewed  in  terms  of  the  actual  workload  of  the  field  of- 
fices. 

As  far  as  Secretary  E  spy's  criteria  that  he  rolled  out  at  the  Sen- 
ate hearing  last  week,  they  seem  to  be  reasonable  criteria,  but  I 
would  like  to  know  what  he  means  by  impact  on  the  local  economy. 
That  could  mean  almost  anything,  but  that  is  what  a  lot  of  our 
workers,  as  contained  in  my  written  statement,  are  concerned 
about,  is  that  those  areas  of  rural  America  who  have  the  most  need 
should  get  the  most  services. 

Mr.  Dooley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Boehner. 

Mr.  Boehner.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  all  the  wit- 
nesses who  have  come  today,  thank  you  for  coming  and  bringing 
important  information  to  this  process. 

As  I  look  at  this  whole  issue  of  reorganization,  it  seems  obvious 
to  me  that  our  goal  is  to  reduce  cost  to  the  taxpayers  and  yet  pro- 
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vide  more  efficient,  effective  service  to  those  who  are  clients  of  the 
USDA. 

And  to  follow  up  on  something  that  Mrs.  Clayton  was  beginning 
to  point  out,  I  see  this  reorganization  on  two  levels. 

First,  given  the  current  rules,  regulations,  statutes,  laws  that  are 
in  place,  there  is  a  limit  to  the  reshuffling  that  can  be  done  within 
the  Department,  and  of  course  we  can  have  some  new  structures, 
we  can  eliminate  some  middle  managers,  but  to  me  there  is  a  limit 
to  what  really  can  be  accomplished  until  we  on  this  subcommittee 
and  we  in  this  Congress  begin  to  look  seriously  at  what  we  are 
doing  to  create  the  problems  downtown  and  around  the  country. 

Until  we  begin  to  say,  we  are  going  to  eliminate  this  regulation, 
we  are  going  to  eliminate  this,  this,  and  go  through  all  this,  there 
is  some  limit  to  what  we  can  accomplish. 

So  my  question  is  this:  Given  my  theory  that  this  needs  to  be 
done  on  two  levels,  how  much  of  the  reduction  in  force,  how  much 
of  the  restructuring  can  be  done  within  the  current  rules,  regula- 
tions, and  statutes  that  are  on  the  books? 
Mr.  Bosshart,  how  about  with  you? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  I  think  we  could  make  probably  some  giant 
strides  forward  with  the  existing  rules  and  regulations  that  deal, 
for  instance,  with  USDA  field  office  structure  in  terms  of  simply 
collocation  and  moving  forward  with  a  goal  of  sharing  resources  in 
terms  of  computer  hardware,  software,  and  data  base. 

We  do  have  an  awful  lot  of,  in  this— the  age  that  we  are  using 
right  now,  with  telecommunications  and  computers  within  the 
agencies.  Now,  I  am  not  talking  about  with  our  customer  base  be- 
cause a  lot  of  the  people  we  deal  with,  they  don't  have  computers 
and  faxes,  but  within  the  agencies  that  we  deal  with  right  now,  we 
have  computers  sitting  around  and  we  are  passing  paper  back  and 
forth  or  agencies  are  requiring  three,  four,  and  five  copies  of  the 
same  thing  that  a  producer  or  a  customer  or  client  told  us,  and  he 
goes  next  door  and  they  require  the  same  thing,  and  I  think  that, 
again,  in  our  agency,  they  are  taking  a  real  hard  look  at  how  can 
we  improve  what  we  are  doing  right  now. 

I  think  that  it  is  very  important,  as  you  had  mentioned,  that  it 
needs  to  be  looked  at  at  two  levels.  The  first  level,  can  we  look  at 
it,  what  can  be  done  with  the  structure  that  we  have  right  now, 
and  there  could  be  some  actions  that  could  be  taken  to  make  im- 
provements, but  if  we  are  looking  at  really  achieving  some  of  the 
overall  goals  that  seem  to  be  present  in  the  Secretary's  proposals 
and  this  administration,  that  one  of  the  first  areas  we  need  to  look 
at  is  what  all  it  is  that  we  are  doing  and  are  we  going  to  continue 
to  do  that. 

I  think  that  we  can,  and  a  major  step  in  terms  of  USDA  and 
some  of  the  comments  here,  is  same  location  and  looking  at  forms 
and  documents. 
Mr.  BOEHNER.  Mr.  Matheson. 
Mr.  Matheson.  I  concur  with  Mr.  Bosshart. 

From  a  farmer's  perspective,  we  are  in  favor  of  collocation  and 
we  insist  on  it.  We  still  have  to  make  the  service  available  to  every 
different  State,  every  farmer. 
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We  can't  just  say  that  we  are  only  going  to  do  it  for  a  few  States. 
It  is  real  important  to  a  State  like  Massachusetts,  we  supply  30 
percent  of  the  milk  that  is  consumed  in  Massachusetts. 

We  take  up  600,000  acres,  all  of  the  open  land  in  Massachusetts. 
There  are  a  few  baseball  fields  or  a  few  football  fields,  but  the 
farms  are  the  open  space  there.  We  give  the  quality  of  life. 

So  it  is  just  as  important  for  our  farmers  to  have  available  with- 
out outrageous  transportation  to  get  this  service  from  USDA.  We 
need  that.  The  farmer  doesn't  see  a  lot  of  this  paperwork  and  shuf- 
fling that  is  going  on,  and  so  I  think  what  improves  the  paper  shuf- 
fle is  right,  that  is  where  your  real  savings  are  going  to  be,  to  re- 
duce all  of  that,  make  it  simple  for  the  farmer  and  make  it  avail- 
able to  all  farmers. 

Mr.  KiRCHOFF.  May  I  address  my  answer  in  perhaps  a  little  dif- 
ferent perspective  and  return  to  the  issue  that  I  raised  earlier  that 
in  the  area  of  marketing  inspection,  and  grading  activities  where 
the  State  departments  of  agriculture  do  play  a  fairly  large  partner- 
ship role  with  the  Department,  that  very  little  would  be  necessary 
in  the  way  of  additional  authority. 

The  authority  already  exists  for  the  cooperative  agreements.  It  is 
a  question  of  sitting  down  and  sorting  out  who  is  actually  doing 
what  and  figuring  out  whether  or  not  that  is  the  best  division  of 
responsibilities  between  the  State  and  Federal  and  eliminating 
some  of  the  areas  where  duplication  of  activity  exist. 

Mr.  BOEHNER.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Volkmer. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  Yes.  Steve,  your  organization  supports  the  idea  of 
making  the  appeal  division  independent,  correct? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Correct.  We  support  the  legislation  that  Representa- 
tive Johnson  is  sponsoring  in  the  House  and  Senator  Conrad  in  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  Right.  It  makes  sense  to  me,  and  you  also  have 
some  recommendations  in  regard  to  the  EEOC  and  those  type  of 
things,  equal  opportunities. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Right.  Clearly,  USDA  has  had  a  bad  record  on  equal 
employment  opportunity  and  discrimination  with  respect  to  cus- 
tomers that  we  are  supposed  to  serve,  that  past  programs  haven't 
worked,  and  there  is  a  need  to  reinvent  those  programs  and 
strengthen  them  at  the  secretarial  level. 

Our  philosophy,  as  a  union  is,  that  customers  should  have  the 
same  strong  appeal,  independent  appeal  system  and  civil  rights 
and  other  matters  that  Federal  employees  do. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  I  just  want  to  make  sure  we  got  that — those 
areas — I  think  there  is  one  other  area  that  I  would  like  to  discuss, 
other  than — I  can't  find  it,  but  anyway,  go  back  to  the  partnership 
council  very  briefly. 

You  don't  envision  that  it  would  take  3  years  to  implement  the 
activity  that  you  are  espousing? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  No,  I  didn't.  In  fact,  I  thought  I  had  read  that  Post 
article  this  morning.  I  don't  know  where  they  came  up  with  that. 

As  I  hoped  that  my  testimony  and  the  written  record  with  the 
statements  from  field  office  frontline  workers  would  indicate  to 
your  colleagues,  the  workers  are  ready  to  make  some  positive 
changes. 
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They  just  need  to  be  brought  to  the  table,  to  be  part  of  the  proc- 
ess. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  And  we  are  not  talking  about  bringing  necessarily 
every  bargaining  unit  to  every  table. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  No.  That  is  why  we  have  unions  and  you  have  rep- 
resentation structures  and  so  on. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  And  those  people  would  participate  in  the  discus- 
sions, correct? 
Mr.  HOLLIS.  Right,  the  elected  representatives  of  the  workers. 
Mr.  VOLKMER.  And  so  it  is  not  something  that  should  postpone 
reorganization  at  all? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  think  it  would  speed  it  up.  In  fact,  as  our  national 
president  has  said,  that  is  the  only  way  you  can  do  it.  If  you  really 
want  to  change  the  way  the  Government  delivers  its  services  to  the 
people  and  to  the  public,  and  to  make  it  more  cost  efficient,  you  got 
to  involve  the  ones  that  are  doing  it,  otherwise  you  are  just  tinker- 
ing. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  Mr.  Bosshart,  are  not  the  county — or  the  State  di- 
rectors at  this  time  being  asked  to  evaluate  the  county  offices,  et 
cetera,  like  in  ASCS? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  they  have  been  several  times  in  the  last  6, 
8,  10  months,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  VoLKMER.  Right.  So  there  is  some  input  on  that — in  that 
methodology,  but  that  is  just  in  trying  to  determine  which  offices 
perhaps  can  be  consolidated  or  closed,  or  that  type  of  thing;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  Yes,  sir.  If  I  might  add,  sometimes  I  guess  that 
has  been  interpreted  maybe  in  Washington  that  that  is  sufficing  as 
local  input,  looking  at  the  local  level,  and  really  what  we  are  look- 
ing at  is  State  food  and  agricultural  councils  and  we  are  not — it 
varies  by  State. 

Some  States  we  feel  are  doing  a  commendable  job.  Others  are 
getting  less  input  from  their  county  level  employees,  but  it  is  basi- 
cally the  State  directors  of  the  involved  agencies  that  are  getting 
together  and  discussing  this  matter,  and  there  is  in  some  cases 
very  little  input,  if  any,  from  the  field  level  employees  in  that  given 
State. 
Mr.  VOLKMER.  That  is  what  I  want  to  get  to. 
Now,  I  have  20  counties  in  my  district  and  part  of  another  one, 
and  if  I  went  out  and  talked  to— like  my  Ralls  County  or  my  Mar- 
ion County  offices,  I  doubt  very  much  if  I  would  find  that  they 
themselves,  those  county  supervisors  and  county  directors,  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  sit  down  and  discuss  how  can  we  better  do 
this  job  here  on  this  level  and  then  report  all  that  to  the  State. 
That  hasn't  occurred,  has  it? 
Mr.  Bosshart.  No,  it  has  not. 

Mr.  VoLKMER.  And  basically  that  is  what  you  are  asking  for. 
Mr.  HOLLIS.  That  is  what  we  are  saying.  We  are  saying,  as  Sec- 
retary Espy  said  at  the  Senate  hearing  last  week,  that  he  felt  that 
this  process  with  the  State  councils  and  in  some  cases  consulting 
with  the  county  supervisors,  that  that  represented  everybody,  but 
what  about  the  county  office  assistants  and  the  program  loan  tech- 
nicians and  the  clerical  people?  They  have  some  valid  ideas  too. 
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Mr.  VOLKMER.  In  other  words,  what  you  are  trying  to  tell  this 
subcommittee  is,  the  way  I  see  it  is,  that  the  people  in  Washington, 
DC  who  are  doing  this,  "restructuring"  on  a,  what  I  call  theoretical 
basis  of  how  we  can  do  the  job  better,  really  are  going  to  end  up 
telling  the  people  out  in  my  Marion  County  how  they  can  do  the 
job  better;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BossHART.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  And  that  is  the  same  problem  we  have  had  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  We  have  always  had  that  problem,  and  the  prob- 
lem is  that  we  have  people  up  here  that  think  they  know  what  is 
going  on  in  Marion  County  or  Ralls  County  in  Missouri  and  they 
don't  know  a  dang  thing  about  what  is  going  on  out  there.  They 
really  don't. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  One  of  our  comments,  in  fact,  in  my  written  state- 
ment— you  just  made  me  click  on  this,  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr. 
Holden  was  talking  from  Pennsylvania  a  minute  ago,  reinvent 
management  as  one  worker  said. 

Management  must  know  what  programs  they  are  managing.  Put 
management  in  the  field  so  they  can  see  what  they  are  managing. 
That  is  how  people  out  there  in  the  rural  areas  feel. 

Mr.  VOLKMER.  I  would  just  like  to  close.  I  know  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  is  smiling,  but  I  am  sure  that  the  people  in  Washing- 
ton, DC  over  in  this  office  working  those  9  to  5  jobs  don't  want  to 
get  together,  really  aren't  going  to  know  what  actually  is  happen- 
ing out  in  Dodge  City.  I  think  the  Dodge  City  people  have  a  better 
idea. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bosshart,  in  relation  to  the  discussion  about  the  Ping-pong 
paperwork,  now,  we  have  eliminated  not  the  Ping-pong  farmer,  it 
is  the  Ping-pong  paperwork,  how  much  of  that  would  be  relieved 
by  you  or  are  you  merely  following  the  statute  devised  by  the  Con- 
gress? 

And  don't  be  bashful. 

Mr.  Bosshart.  I  think  if,  in  fact,  we  gave  some  local  authority — 
moved  down,  which  I  think  could  be  allowed  under  statute,  we 
could  reduce  as  much  as  85  percent  of  the  Ping-pong  movement 
that  producers  are  run  through,  and  one  of  the  things  that  we  are 
looking  at,  and  quite  frankly  our  membership  has  been  a  little  cyn- 
ical because  we  have  heard  some  of  these  things  for  many  years, 
one  of  the  things  that  we  are  hopeful  of  is  that  what  our  agency 
is  looking  at  right  now  in  terms  of  details,  what  are  we  doing  that 
we  have  made  through  administrative  rule  and  what  is  required  by 
law,  that  maybe  we  can  make  a  big  cut  through  some  of  that  activ- 
ity that  results  in  Ping-pong. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  You  need  more  authority  or  you  don't? 

Mr.  Bosshart.  I  think  we  need  more.  I  think  what  we  need  to 
do  in  fact  is  get  back  to  some  authority  that  we  had  many  years 
ago. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  And  how  would  that  take  place  in  your 

Mr.  Bosshart.  I  think  that  could  be  accomplished  to  a  large  de- 
gree administratively. 
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Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  You  don't  think  there  needs  to  be  a  change 
in  authorization  of  the  law? 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  I  hesitate — it  is  a  pretty  big  question  and  I  don't 
know  that  I  am  really  qualified  to  answer  that. 

In  my  opinion,  I  believe  that  there  would  be  some  areas  that 
would  require  legislation,  but  I  still  think  that  to  a  large  degree  we 
could  make  some  major  improvements  administratively. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Why  don't  you  think  about  that  and  cor- 
respond with  me  or  this  subcommittee,  whichever  you  would  like, 
and  give  us  your  thoughts  on  that  very  crucial  issue,  because  it  is 
important  for  us  to  take  direction,  and  many  of  us  agree  with  you, 
and  I  do,  then  we  need  to  put  it  into  practice,  so  if  you  could  do 
that.  ^     ^ 

Mr.  Hollis,  in  your  testimony  you  at  least  intimated  that  you 
were  opposing  I  thought  you  said  agricultural  export,  that  you  ad- 
mitted that  you  had  some  concerns  with  market  promotion  pro- 
grams. 

You  intimated  you  are  opposed  to  NAFTA.  All  those  things  this 
President  supports  and  yet  you  support  a  program  that  this  Presi- 
dent said  would  cut  your  employees. 
How  do  you  square  all  that? 

Mr.  Hollis.  We  don't  support  cutting  our  employees.  I  tried  to 
clarify  that  several  times.  We  support  cutting  contracting  out 
which  produces  less  quality  work,  another  layer  of  bureaucracy, 
and  more  cost  in  order  to  increase  the  number  of— in  general,  not 
in  every  case. 

You  can't  do  it  in  every  case.  That  is  why  you  need  these  part- 
nership councils.  You  need  a  process,  but  that  in  general,  the  front- 
line workers,  the  nonsupervisory  workers  that  actually  do  the  work 
out  in  the  rural  areas  and  the  field  offices  need  to  be  increased  and 
could  be  increased  and  still  achieve  $1.6  billion  in  savings,  or  what- 
ever amount,  by  eliminating  the  contracting  out  of  work  that  is 
done  and  by  cutting  down  the  layers  of  middle  management. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  I  assume  you  mean  you  would  eliminate 
contracting  out  when  it  was  more  expensive  to  contract  out. 
You  wouldn't  eliminate  it  if  it  was  less  expensive  to  contract  out? 
Mr.  Hollis.  Correct.  More  precisely  in  our  experience,  in  my  per- 
sonal experience,  working  for  the  Department,  than  the  issue  of 
cost  is  the  issue  of  expertise. 

What  is  frustrating  is  when,  to  cite  a  personal  example,  a  super- 
visor requests  $78,000  for  training  and  travel  for  four  in-house 
workers  for  a  year  who  are  supporting  a  computer  system  and 
higher-ups  from  Washington  come  back  to  this  person  and  say,  no, 
don't  do  that. 

Instead  spend  $400,000  with  a  support  services  contractor  to  do 
this  work.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  areas  where  the  Govern- 
ment lacks  the  expertise  to  do  a  certain  thing.  And  that  is  where 
contracting  is  appropriate,  for  consulting,  for  expertise,  that  is 
truly  lacking  in  the  Government. 

But  to  just  contract  because  our  FTE  ceiling  has  been  set  too  low 
and  spend — as  an  example,  in  my  written  testimony,  spend  $40,000 
a  year  to  get  the  work  accomplished  that  a  $24,000  a  year  clerical 
Government  employee  could  do  makes  no  sense. 
Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Indeed,  do  you  oppose  NAFTA? 
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Mr.  HOLLis.  Yes,  I  oppose  NAFTA. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Yes,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  any  time  we  hear  anybody  from 
Missouri  making  that  kind  of  comment  about  anybody  in  Kansas, 
it  is  certainly  noteworthy;  and  we  want  to  underscore  Mr.  Volk- 
mer's  statement  for  the  record. 

Let  me  say  that  I  was  in  agreement  with  my  good  friend  and  col- 
league. I  remember  time  and  time  again  in  regards  to  crime  in  our 
Nation's  capital — which  is  certainly  a  tragedy  in  this  town,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia — I  think  the  phrase  was  "Ain't  no  Dodge  City;" 
and  they  sure  had  that  right. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  chairman,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee,  whether  or  not  he  knows  if  this  executive  order 
is  going  to  come  through  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Commit- 
tee. I  am  talking  about  the  partnership  councils.  Because  I  still 
have  concerns  in  regards  to  policy  matters  or  whether  or  not  the 
executive  order,  more  especially  with  the  USDA,  is  simply — or  has 
already  taken  place. 

Is  the  gentleman  aware  of  that?  Or  are  we  going  to  have  hear- 
ings in  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee?  Or  what?  I 
think  that  is  a  concern  that  we  have. 

Steve,  in  going  over  your  statement  in  regards  to  the  partnership 
council  and  the  list  of  your  concerns — and  you  are  agreed  with  the 
goals  of  the  Secretary  and  I  am  in  agreement  with  nine  of  them — 
it  is  that  one  that  we  have  a  problem  with,  we  may  be  able  to  ride 
shotgun  after  all. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  am  from  southeast  Kansas. 

Mr.  Roberts.  We  certainly  welcome  you  out  to  real  Kansas  any 
time  you  want  to  come. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  used  to  go  pheasant  hunting  there  on  a  regular 
basis. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  will  stay  low  when  you  come  out  there. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  statement  in  regards  to  the  appeals 
process  and  an  independent  deal,  more  especially  with  SCS. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  statement  to  give  some  economic 
and  technical  assistance  to  producers  as  opposed  to  the  SCS  SWAT 
team  approach,  if  I  can  use  that. 

I  want  to  ask  all  four  people  in  relation  to  program  policy,  in  re- 
lation to  the  concerns  that  were  listed  by  Steve  in  his  testimony. 

On  page  2,  Steve  talked  about  an  aggressive  regulatory  action  in 
regards  to  the  environment;  and  that  worries  me.  We  have  ap- 
proved conservation  plans  that  are  due  in  1994.  We  have  had  a 
great  deal  of  flooding  and  damage.  I  am  going  to  have  legislation — 
I  might  as  well  just  say  that  up  front — to  extend  that  deadline;  and 
that  is  going  to  be  a  problem.  Well,  it  is  going  to  be  a  challenge. 
I  hope  it  isn't  a  problem. 

So  I  would  like  to  know  right  off  the  bat,  would  you  be  in  favor 
of  the  partnership  council,  or  whatever  we  are  talking  about  here, 
taking  a  position  on  an  extension  of  the  deadline? 

How  do  you  feel  about  extending  the  deadline  in  regards  to  the 
conservation  plan? 

I  will  start  with  Mr.  Kirchhoff. 
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Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  Mr.  Roberts,  just  basing  my  response  purely  on 
a  personal  response  on  what  you  have  articulated  this  morning,  it 
is  entirely  appropriate  that  the  deadlines  need  to  be  reexamined. 
Mr.  Roberts.  All  right. 
Next. 

Mr.  Matheson.  I  could  give  you  an  example  that  I  am  familiar 
with  for  the  last  2  months,  but  I  am  afraid  I  will  take  up  too  much 
time. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  am  too.  Are  you  for  it  or  against  it?  Is  your  orga- 
nization for  it  or  against  it? 
Mr.  Matheson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Roberts.  So  you  would  go  on  record  on  behalf  of  the  organi- 
zation in  regards  to  policy  matters?  You  would  advise  that? 
Mr.  Matheson.  Yes. 
Mr.  Roberts.  OK 

Next.  . 

Mr.  BossHART.  I  am  very  hesitant  about  policy  matters,  but  it 
makes  sense. 
Mr.  Roberts.  It  makes  sense. 
Steve. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  Roberts.  All  right.  Thank  you. 
Are  you  for  the  current  funding  for  market  promotion? 
Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  If  that  is  all  the  Congress  will  allow,  yes,  we 
would  obviously  like  to  see  that. 
Mr.  Roberts.  All  right. 
Next. 

Mr.  Matheson.  Yes. 
Mr.  BossHART.  No. 
Mr.  Roberts.  OK 
Steve. 

Mr.  HoLLis.  Too  complex  for  me  to  comment  on. 
Mr.  Roberts.  The  loan  rate  for  com  is  $1.72  and  wheat  is  $2.45. 
Steve  indicated  on  page  6  that  that  rate  ought  to  be  higher. 
What  do  you  think,  Rich? 

Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  We  don't  have  a  position  on  that. 
Mr.  Roberts.  You  don't  have  a  position  on  that?  You  are  in- 
volved in  a  partnership  council.  You  have  to  get  these  State  depart- 
ments lined  up  to  have  input  here,  to  have  some  local  input  for 
making  these  decisions. 
Are  you  for  raising  the  loan  or  not? 
Mr.  Krchhoff.  Again,  we  don't  have  a  position. 
Mr.  Matheson.  Definitely  to  raise  the  loan.  We  have  to  get  back 
to  the  cost  of  production. 
Mr.  Roberts.  Where  should  the  loan  be?  At  parity? 
Mr.  Matheson.  I  would  concur  with  that.  But  we  have  to  be  re- 
alistic. It  has  to  be  higher. 
Mr.  Roberts.  I  see. 
Next.  What  should  the  loan  rate  be? 
Mr.  BossHART.  We  concur  with  Frank. 

Mr.  HoLLis.  Obviously  what  we  support  is  the  high  loan  rate. 
But  the  critical  thing  is  net  farm  income.  Make  small-  to  me- 
dium-scale farming  profitable.  If  you  know  a  better  way  to  do  it, 
that  is  fine  with  me. 
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Mr.  Roberts.  We  need  to  export  more  and  pass  NAFTA. 

Richard,  on  cross  compliance,  I  want  to  know,  are  you  for  going 
back  to  the  normal  open  substitution  or  are  you  for  cross  compli- 
ance? 

Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  We  don't  have  a  position  on  that. 

Mr.  Roberts.  You  don't  have  a  position? 

Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Roberts.  My  goodness,  come  on.  This  partnership  council 
has  to  work. 

Yes.  , 

Mr.  Matheson.  I  am  not  a  supporter  on  all  cross  compliance. 

Mr.  BOSSHART.  We  have  a  difficult  time  supporting  cross  compli- 
ance. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Now,  see,  that  is  what  we  are  aiming  on.  See,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  you  and  I  went  all  over  the  country  trying  to 
go  to  the  NCA  and  open  substitution  which  gave  birth  to  the  flex 
acres  and  these  people  have  to  deal  with  all  of  the  regulations. 

So  Steve  is  right,  in  some  respect,  for  trying  to  have  some  input 
in  this  respect. 

Now,  just  a  minute,  just  a  minute.  You  got  me  started. 

All  right.  Steve,  what  about  NCA  or  maybe  cross  compliance? 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  There  needs  to  be  more  economic  incentive  and  tech- 
nical assistance  for  farmers  to  be  able  to  move  to  more  sustainable 
practices  instead  of  just  being  a  policeman  and  a  regulator. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  will  buy  that.  That  doesn't  really  answer  that 
particular  question. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  We  will  let  you  do  the  technical  details. 

Mr.  Roberts.  That  is  my  whole  point,  in  regards  to  partnership 
councils  entering  into  policy  matters. 

Now,  we  have  already  covered  NAFTA  with  Mr.  Smith. 

One  final  thing.  We  have  here  a  statement  that  really  touched 
my  button  in  regards  to  help  for  small  family  farmers.  I  want  a 
definition  of  what  a  small  family  farmer  is. 

Is  that  somebody  five-foot-two  up  in  Vermont  with  30  acres  or  is 
that  somebody  six-foot- two  with  2,000  acres  out  in  my  country  that 
need  these  farm  program  benefits  just  as  much,  or  more  for  that 
matter,  loans  and  grants  through,  say.  Farmers  Home? 

What  is  the  definition  of  small? 

Richard,  what  are  we  talking  about  here? 

Mr.  KiRCHHOFF.  Mr.  Roberts,  I  suppose  the  definition  of  "small" 
would  be  whatever  a  person  wanted  it  to  be  for  their  own  purposes. 

Mr.  Roberts.  That  is  sometimes  true  on  the  sometimes-powerful 
House  Agriculture  Committee.  But  I  just  wondered  on  the  partner- 
ship councils  on  the  policy  matters  what  the  definition  is  of  a  small 
family  farmer. 

Do  you  want  to  take  it  on,  Mr.  Matheson? 

Mr.  Matheson.  Yes.  Well  you  can  look  at  it  from  one  ovary  and 
one  testicle  perspective,  and  that  is  what  is  important  for  the  dif- 
ferent perception  and  different  location. 

So  if  we  take  the  average  of  everybody  in  the  United  States,  we 
don't  want  the  average.  We  want  what  is  the  norm  for  that  particu- 
lar area. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  am  for  that.  That  gives  us  a  little  more  flexibil- 
ity. 


409 

Next. 

You  are  not  going  to  define  a  small  family  farming  operation,  for 
the  USDA  to  help  a  small  family  farmer  to  get  a  new  culture  in 
the  USDA,  and  we  can't  do  that  without  a  definition.  You  are  part 
of  the  partnership  council. 

Steve,  help  me  out  on  this. 

Mr.  HOLLIS.  I  agree  with  what  Mr.  Bosshart  said.  I  mean  the 
point  is,  family,  individual  farm  operator  versus  big  corporate 
farms  and  beyond  that.  I  couldn't  quote  it  to  you,  but  I  know  Farm- 
ers Home  Administration  has  defined  small  or  family  farming. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  would  agree  with  you,  by  the  way,  that  Farmers 
Home  is  an  agency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason  I  went  through  this — and  I  beg  your 
indulgence  and  that  of  my  colleagues — is  I  don't  know  what  a  part- 
nership council  is,  and  I  don't  know  what  we  are  creating. 

But  if  we  put  the  USDA  employee  out  there  on  a  policymaking 
matter  as  suggested — I  just  said  suggested — by  Steve's  testimony 
in  regards  to  a  lot  of  matters,  I  have  an  awful  lot  of  concern  about 
it.  I  think  it  can  be  very  helpful  in  how  we  structure  the  USDA 
to  answer  these  problems.  But  as  has  been  indicated,  I  don't  think 
they  have  any  business  on  the  policy  matter.  I  have  some  concern 
about  it,  sir.  I  yield  back,  and  I  thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Ms.  Lambert. 

Ms.  Lambert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  don't  have  any  questions  for  this  panel,  but  I  do  have  a  pre- 
pared statement  to  submit  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection,  all  statements  will  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Lambert  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  BLANCHE  M 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  msou.Ms 
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THANK  YOU  MR.  CHAIRMAN  FOR  ONCE  AGAIN  ADDRESSING  THIS 
IMPORTANT  ISSUE.   I  APPRECIATE  THE  EXPEDITED  MANNER  IN  WHICH  YOU 
HAVE  CALLED  THIS  HEARING  AND  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  LEARNING  MORE  ABOUT 
THE  EFFECTS  OF  THE  SECRETARY'S  PROPOSAL. 

SO  FAR  TALK  CONCERNING  THE  REORGANIZATION  HAS  CENTERED  ON 
PHRASES  LIKE  "CUTTING  RED  TAPE",  "ONE  STOP  SHOPPING",  AND  "FARMER 
FRIENDLY"  WHICH  ARE  ALL  FINE  AND  GOOD  BUT  ARE  MERELY  PHRASES. 
NOW  THAT  THE  ADMINISTRATION  HAS  PRESENTED  ITS  PROPOSAL  IT'S  UP  TO 
US  TO  WADE  THROUGH  THE  MESSY  DETAILS  AND  ACHIEVE  THE  SAVINGS  AND 
CUSTOMER  RESPONSIVENESS  THAT  WE'VE  BEEN  TALKING  ABOUT. 

FOR  THE  MOST  PART  I  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  SECRETARY'S  PROPOSAL  IS 
A  GOOD  ONE  AND  AN  IMPORTANT  FIRST  STEP  IN  EXAMINING  THIS  ISSUE. 
I  DO  HAVE  CONCERNS  OVER  THE  NATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION 
SERVICE,  THE  NATIONAL  APPEALS  DIVISION,  AND  THE  ROLE  OF  THE  LAND 
GRANT  COLLEGES  IN  THE  PROPOSED  NEW  STRUCTURE  AND  HOPE  THAT  THESE 
AREAS  WILL  RECEIVE  CONSIDERABLE  ATTENTION  OVER  THE  NEXT  FEW 
WEEKS . 


I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  TODAY'S  TESTIMONY  AND  TO  MOVING  FORWARD 
WITH  THIS  PROPOSAL.   THANK  YOU  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
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Ms.  Lambert.  And  there  will  be  plenty  of  time  in  the  rest  of  the 
day  for  questioning? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  You  got  it. 

Ms.  Lambert.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Bishop. 

Mr.  Bishop.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  have  any  questions  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  There  are  no  further  questions  for  this  panel. 

Let  me  admonish  future  witnesses  to  attempt,  as  best  you  can, 
to  concentrate  on  the  subject  that  we  have  before  us  today:  That 
is  the  question  of  USDA  reorganization  as  it  pertains  to  the  struc- 
ture inside  the  beltway  and  its  effect  on  those  things  that  occur 
outside  the  beltway. 

I  want  to  read  one  statement  that  goes  back  to  a  question  that 
was  asked  a  moment  ago. 

"Experts  in  Government  operations  have  observed  that  the  fun- 
damental purpose  of  any  reorganization  is  to  increase  an  agency's 
capacity  to  perform  its  statutory  task.  Virtually  all  USDA  pro- 
grams and,  to  a  large  extent,  how  and  where  they  are  adminis- 
tered, are  creatures  of  the  Congress.  Therefore,  those  who  want  to 
reorganize  USDA  will  need  to  build  a  consensus  on  the  Depart- 
ment's statutory  tasks  and  the  problems  it  faces  in  fulfilling  them." 

Now,  in  that  light,  I  didn't  like  to  read  this  headline  any  more 
than  anyone  else  in  production  agriculture  did.  But  the  headline  of 
Saturday's  Washington  Post,  October  9,  1993,  was:  "Agriculture  No 
Longer  Counts:  In  a  Milestone  of  Sorts,  USDA  to  Drop  Farm  Resi- 
dency Census." 

Now  all  of  those  who  live  on  the  farm  know  what  has  happened. 
We  have  fewer  farmers  today.  But  we  also  have  more  people  at 
USDA  working  for  us  today  than  we  did  10  years  ago.  That  is  a 
fact. 

I  believe  I  heard  a  misstatement  a  moment  ago,  and  the  record, 
I  think,  should  be  corrected.  We  have  more  people  working  in 
Farmers  Home  today  than  we  had  10  years  ago,  not  less,  according 
to  USDA's  own  statistics. 

But  the  challenge  for  this  subcommittee,  and  for  each  of  us  on 
this  subcommittee,  is  to  understand — ^both  in  looking  ahead  to  the 
1995  farm  bill,  and  also  in  dealing  with  the  reorganizational  chal- 
lenges that  the  Secretary  has  rightfully  put  to  us  and  the  Vice 
President's  task  force  has  rightfully  put  to  us — that  we  cannot  con- 
tinue to  maintain  the  status  quo.  We  all  admit  this  privately,  but 
publicly  we  sometimes  say  different  things. 

I  thank  the  witnesses  very  much.  Each  of  you  will  be  contacted 
again  and  again  by  this  subcommittee  as  we  get  into  the  markup 
session  that  will  occur  in  the  not-too-distant  future  and  as  we  meet 
these  challenges. 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  we  have  permission  to  ask  the 
witnesses  questions  that  we  can  submit  in  writing  to  them? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Surely.  Every  member  will  have  that  right  to 
question  all  witnesses  today  in  writing  for  the  record. 
Mrs.  Clayton.  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  I  thank  this  panel  very  much. 
We  will  call  the  second  panel. 
I  will  call  our  first  witness,  Mr.  Merlin  D.  Plagge.  Welcome. 
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STATEMENT  OF  MERLIN  D.  PLAGGE,  PRESmENT,  IOWA  FARM 
BUREAU  FEDERATION,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  AMERICAN 
FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Plagge.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  do  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  present  views  on  behalf  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

I  am  Merlin  Plagge.  I  farm  in  north  central  Iowa  with  my  son. 
I  am  a  member  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation,  and  I 
am  on  the  board  of  directors.  You  have  the  full  statement.  I  would 
like  to  very  quickly  summarize  that,  and  I  would  ask  that  the  full 
testimony  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  All  statements,  yours  and  every  other  witness's 
before  and  after  you,  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  We  appre- 
ciate your  summarization. 

Mr.  Plagge.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  have  a  long  record  of  supporting  efficiencies  in  Government 
and  prudent  cost  containment  strategies.  We  have  called  for  reduc- 
tions in  Federal  spending  and  believe  that,  very  frankly,  agri- 
culture has  absorbed  considerable  budget  reductions  over  the  past 
two  farm  bills.  In  fact,  probably  no  other  major  program  area  can 
match  the  record  of  spending  reduction  that  has  been  achieved  by 
the  USDA  since  1986. 

I  think  we  also  recognize,  though,  that  in  response  to  changing 
priorities,  budget  realities,  and  a  public  policy  objective  of 
reinventing  Government,  certainly  USDA  will  undergo  significant 
changes. 

The  issue  of  reorganization  has  created  a  great  deal  of  uncer- 
tainty and  anxiety  among  our  farmers  out  there  in  Iowa  and  across 
the  Nation.  And,  of  course,  they  have  heard  all  of  these  proposals 
for  streamlining  USDA  and,  of  course,  the  obvious  one  of  maybe 
closing  up  some  county  offices. 

I  think  farmers  are  justifiably  concerned  that  they  could  end  up 
with  a  lower  quality  of  service,  greater  inconvenience,  and  prob- 
ably, to  some  degree,  less  responsiveness  of  some  agencies  that  pro- 
vide valuable  programs  to  regular  farming  practices. 

We  believe,  again,  that  the  primary  goal  of  USDA  reorganization 
should  be  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  the  efficiency  of  the 
farmer  delivery  programs  on  a  limited  resource  availability. 

The  Farm  Bureau  has  closely  followed  this  whole  reorganization 
and  the  development  of  these  proposals.  We  think  that  we  need  to 
look  at  some  of  the  things  that  we  do  have  some  concern  about. 

First  of  all,  I  think  questions  that  will  arise  include: 

Will  farmers  and  other  USDA  constituents  receive  service  that  is 
good  or  better  than  they  are  presently  receiving? 

Will  the  transition  to  a  new  structure  result  in  valuable  services 
being  interrupted,  or  deemphasized  in  the  process? 

Will  the  closing  of  county  offices  be  conducted  in  a  rational  and 
orderly  manner  that  will  avoid  undue  confusion  and  inconvenience 
for  program  participants? 

Will  agencies  that  have  had  a  valuable  mission  and  are  targeted 
for  merger  or  restructuring  continue  to  fulfill  their  mission  in  the 
restructured  USDA? 

Many  good  concepts  have  surfaced  during  this  process,  and  I 
would  like  to  list  those  very  quickly  here: 
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USDA  agencies  must  continue  to  rely  upon  a  form  of  decentral- 
ized county  offices.  We  believe  that  consolidation  of  these  county  of- 
fices can  be  achieved  while  maintaining  the  effectiveness  of  the  de- 
centralized system.  However,  the  individual  States  are  in  the  best 
position  to  determine  the  number  and  location  of  local  offices  need- 
ed to  meet  the  needs  of  that  particular  farming  population; 

Service  to  farmers  in  the  most  efficient,  cost-effective  manner 
must  be  a  primary  objective; 

A  long-term  goal  should  be  to  combine  offices  and  personnel  that 
can  work  with  farmers  at  a  single  site; 

Increased  emphasis  must  be  placed  on  improving  telecommuni- 
cations and  computer  capabilities  of  these  offices; 

Restructuring  should  not  eliminate  local  involvement  through  the 
use  of  constituent  committees.  If  anything,  we  think  centralization 
increases  the  need  for  local  input  from  ASCS  committees,  soil  and 
water,  conservation  district  committees.  Farmers  Home  Adminis- 
tration committees  and  others  to  make  sure  that  the  programs  are 
adapted  to  conditions  within  the  service  area.  Separate,  local  com- 
mittees comprised  solely  of  farmer-elected  members  should  be 
maintained  for  ASCS  and  FmHA  when  these  agencies  are  com- 
bined. This  is  certainly  necessary  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the 
two  committees; 

Merging  agencies  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  specialized  tech- 
nical resources  that  have  been  previously  concentrated  in  single 
agencies.  We  believe  that  SCS  should  be  maintained  as  a  separate 
agency.  Farmers  look  to  SCS  for  technical  assistance  and  education 
which  is  a  different  role  than  ASCS's  role  in  administrating  farm 
Government  programs; 

The  Farm  Bureau  will  not  support  the  shifting  of  responsibilities 
currently  carried  out  by  USDA  agencies  to  another  Department  as 
a  consequence  of  USDA  reorganization; 

We  believe  the  Extension  Service  should  remain  closely  involved 
in  the  research  and  land-grant  university  system; 
We  do  support  the  creation  of  a  National  Appeals  Division;  and 
We  do  not  support  merging  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Adminis- 
tration and  the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service.  Industry  condi- 
tions are  substantially  different  and  these  agencies  perform 
uniquely  separate  functions  that  would  not  permit  an  easy  transi- 
tion through  merger  into  a  single  agency. 

Let  me  say  in  closing  that  the  Farm  Bureau  certainly  does  com- 
mend the  Secretary  for  the  proposal  that  he  has  developed  in  re- 
structuring USDA.  The  information  provided  thus  far  articulates 
appropriate  objectives,  and  the  plan  makes  sense  on  paper. 

However,  the  true  test  will  come  in  the  implementation  of  what- 
ever plan  emerges  from  the  process  in  which  the  administration 
and  Congress  will  create  a  new  Department  of  Agriculture. 

For  farmers,  the  effects  will  be  judged  not  by  the  lines  and  boxes 
on  the  organizational  chart  but  by  how  they  are  treated  by  the 
agencies  created  to  implement  national  agricultural  policies  to 
serve  their  needs. 

We,  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this 
hearing,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Plagge  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Next  we  will  hear  from  Ms.  Nancy  Danielson,  legislative  rep- 
resentative of  the  National  Farmers  Union. 

STATEMENT  OF  NANCY  F.  DANIELSON,  LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE,  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Ms.  Danielson.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for 
having  this  hearing  today  and  giving  National  Farmers  Union  the 
opportunity  to  testify. 

I  am  a  lifelong  member  of  the  National  Farmers  Union,  and  I 
have  worked  in  the  legislative  office  for  the  last  5  years. 

I  need  to  tell  you  that  when  I  came  to  Washington,  DC,  5  years 
ago,  one  of  my  first  memories  was  driving  past  a  building  and  hav- 
ing the  taxi  driver  explain  to  me  that  this  large  building  is  USDA 
and  this  is  where  we  have  more  employees  for  agriculture  than  we 
do  farmers  in  the  United  States.  While  that  is  not  quite  true,  this 
is  certainly  a  large  job  for  the  Secretary  to  undertake  the  reorga- 
nization, and  we  support  his  efforts. 

I  would  like  to  start  by  mentioning  a  couple  of  the  things  that 
we  are  very  pleased  to  see  in  the  legislation. 

We  agree  with  having  a  National  Appeals  Division,  although  the 
legislation  does  not  make  it  clear  that  this  would  be  a  separate, 
independent  agency.  We  do  understand  from  the  Secretary's  testi- 
mony that  this  is  his  intent,  and  we  support  that  goal. 

There  was  a  question  earlier  today  about  what  type  of  training 
the  appeals  commissioners  have,  and  we  are  assured  that  they  do 
have  serious  training  that  they  go  through  and  that  they  are  fully 
qualified  to  do  their  jobs,  and  that  they  will  continue  to  be  qualified 
under  the — if  we  were  to  include  S.  1425  as  part  of  this  reorganiza- 
tion; and  we  do  support  doing  that. 

We  also  like  the  fact  that  the  Secretary's  plan  would  elevate  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  up  to  the  posi- 
tion of  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Serv- 
ices. 

At  a  time  when  you  are  spending  53  percent  of  your  budget  in 
this  area,  we  believe  that  that  emphasis  is  appropriate.  And  we 
would  also  note  that  as  of  today,  nearly  22  percent  of  all  children 
live  in  poverty,  and  it  is  very  important  that  we  take  action  to  meet 
this  need  and  that  we  elevate  this  position  to  meet  that  need. 

There  are  several  areas  that  we  would  like  to  offer  suggestions 
and  recommendations  for  the  bill  as  proposed.  The  first  one  comes 
as  far  as  having  an  Under  Secretary  for  Rural,  Economic,  and 
Community  Development.  We  would  like  to  recommend  combining 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service  with  the  Rural  Busi- 
ness and  Cooperative  Development  Service  into  one  agency.  And 
we  would  call  that  agency  the  Agriculture,  Rural  Community  and 
Cooperative  Development  Service. 

We  think  that  this  would  be  able  to  provide  better  coordination 
between  agencies  and  office  services  in  a  more  efficient  and  cost- 
effective  manner.  We  would  also  recommend  having  a  State  execu- 
tive director  for  rural  and  economic  community  development  in 
each  State  to  help  ensure  that  services  are  properly  delivered. 

Second,  we  would  like  to  offer  a  recommendation  for  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services.   Our  rec- 
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ommendation  would  be  that  these  two  branches  be  spHt  into  two 
separate  branches,  and  we  would  call  one  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  Services,  Natural  Resources  and  Environment;  and  we  would 
call  the  other  the  Under  Secretary  for  International  Trade  Service. 

We  think  at  a  time  when  trade  is  so  important  to  our  farmers 
and  our  agricultural  community  that  it  is  important  that  this 
would  have  its  own  separate  agency. 

We  note  as  a  good  example,  currently  in  trying  to  take  a  section 
22  action,  there  is  not  enough  assistance  for  us  to  do  this.  And  we 
think  there  would  be  more  assistance  if  this  were  a  separate  agen- 
cy. 

In  addition,  we  would  like  to  have  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Natural  Resources  and  Environment  be  elevated  up  to  the  position 
of  Under  Secretary  but  be  included  with  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  Services,  Natural  Resources  and  Environment. 

This  would  mean,  as  Mr.  Pomeroy  had  pointed  out  earlier  today, 
keeping  SCS  and  some  of  the  other  conservation  programs  in  with 
the  Farm  Service  Agency. 

We  had  many  of  the  same  concerns  that  Mr.  Pomeroy  has  al- 
ready addressed.  And  we  think  that  by  keeping  them  in  one  agen- 
cy, we  could  address  these  concerns. 

As  you  know,  if  you  talk  to  any  farmer,  their  most  important  con- 
cern is  having  collocation  and  agencies  efficient  for  their  use.  And 
we  believe  by  having  this  in  one  agency  you  could  achieve  that 
goal. 

Just  quickly,  to  go  to  some  of  our  other  suggestions,  we  would 
have  a  separate  Secretary  for  Forest  Services.  We  strongly  believe 
that  we  should  keep  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Services  with- 
in USDA. 

We  agree  with  the  comments  that  were  made  about  the  State, 
county,  and  area  committees  today.  It  is  very  important  to  us  that 
these  committees  remain  farmer  elected,  at  the  local  level,  and  not 
appointed.  We  do  not  oppose  appointing  committees  at  the  State 
level. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  the  field  office  closings  and 
as  those  impact  our  members.  It  was  fun  for  us  to  be  able  to  brag 
about  the  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture  this  spring  and  to  say  that 
this  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had  made  it  a  priority  to  do  reorga- 
nization starting  in  Washington,  DC,  and  then  going  out  to  the 
field.  And  we  hope  that  this  goal  will  not  be  lost. 

At  a  time  when  people  like  Mr.  Roberts'  constituents  are  talking 
about  hospital  closings  in  their  counties,  we  don't  want  them  to  see 
USDA  office  closings  as  one  more  thing  that  is  happening  to  dev- 
astate rural  areas.  Instead,  we  look  for  it  as  an  opportunity  to  have 
very  positive  consolidation  and  more  efficient  services. 

The  last  couple  of  things  I  might  mention,  we  don't  see  any  rea- 
son to  merge  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  with  the 
Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service.  And  we  would  like  to  add  the 
word  "extension"  into  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Educational 
Service  Agency. 

The  very  last  thing  I  might  mention  is  that  we  would  be  very 
supportive  of  having  many  field  hearings  out  in  the  field  so  that 
the  people  who  are  working  with  USDA  at  the  local  level,  every 
day,  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  their  input. 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  today,  and  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Danielson  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Next  is  Ms.  Katherine  Ozer,  director,  National  Family  Farm  Coa- 
lition. 

STATEMENT  OF  KATHERINE  OZER,  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL 
FAMILY  FARM  COALITION 

Ms.  Ozer.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  holding  this  hearing 
today  and  for  allowing  me  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  National  Fam- 
ily Farm  Coalition  in  joining  this  panel,  but  also  this  morning's 
panel,  which  I  think  put  a  lot  of  very  important  issues  on  the  table, 
which  I  certainly  hope  that  this  subcommittee  will  address  and  in- 
volve us  in  coming  up  with  some  of  the  solutions. 

We  do  have  some  concerns  about  the  overall  reorganization  plan 
recently  submitted  by  Secretary  Espy,  as  well  as  the  level  of  farmer 
input  thus  far. 

Our  primary  concern  of  the  overall  reorganization  is  ensurmg 
that  family  farmers  will,  in  fact,  be  the  beneficiaries  of  this  over- 
haul that  results  in  coherent  policies  and  the  delivery  of  programs. 
A  particular  concern,  which  has  been  mentioned  quite  a  few 
times  this  morning,  is  the  pressing  need  for  a  truly  independent 
appeals  system  in  response  to  any  USDA  adverse  decision. 

While  we  welcome  the  change  in  the  location  of  the  new  inde- 
pendent appeals  system  from  the  September  7  proposal  submitted 
by  the  Secretary  to  the  legislative  proposal  we  received  last  week, 
we  still  strongly  support  the  inclusion  of  H.R.  2950,  which  is  the 
National  Appeals  Division  Act  of  1993,  legislation  sponsored  by 
Representative  Johnson  in  the  House. 

We  feel  that  it  is  very  important  that  the  details  be  laid  out  and 
not  just  the  location  of  the  appeals  process. 

I  would  like  to  submit  a  letter  that  was  sent  up  to  the  Hill  signed 
by  about  10  different  national  organizations  in  support  of  this  new 
National  Appeals  Division. 

Just  one  of  the  comments  that  Nancy  responded  to  as  well  was 
Mr.  Allard's  concern  about  the  expertise  of  appeals  officers.  I  would 
just  say  that  the  experience  in  terms  of  the  Farmers  Home  Na- 
tional Appeals  Division,  which  in  our  view  has  been  the  most  suc- 
cessful so  far,  is  that  actual  program  experience  is  not  what  deter- 
mined a  good  appeals  officer.  There  was  a  need  for  real  training 
and  a  need  for  objectivity  in  being  able  to  analyze  just  what  should 
have  been  the  right  role  of  the  agency  in  dealing  with  the  specific 
borrowers,  and  we  hope  that  will  be  expanded  and,  in  fact,  that  the 
Farmers  Home  National  Appeals  process  will  be  returned  to  what 
had  been  an  effective  role  up  until  a  few  years  ago.  And  that  is  one 
of  the  reasons  we  feel  so  strongly  that  this  legislation  must  be  in- 
corporated into  the  overall  reorganization  plan. 

Back  in  February  of  this  year,  our  executive  committee  met  with 
Secretary  Espy,  along  with  other  representatives  of  organizations; 
and  we  were  told  that  there  would  be  regional  sessions  allowing  for 
input  of  our  ideas  about  the  plans  for  reorganization.  We  are  con- 
cerned that  these  sessions  have  never  been  held  and  that  much  of 
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what  is  the  regional  plan  for  reorganization  is  very  close  to  what 
had  been  the  Madigan  plan. 

At  that  time,  over  Christmas  week  last  December,  we  questioned 
whether  there  had  been  accurate  and  complete  economic  analysis 
of  their  plan  to  close  1,289  offices.  While  we  recognize  that  this  na- 
tional plan  is  what  is  being  put  forward  first,  it  directly  ripples  into 
what  will  actually  happen  at  the  local  level,  both  in  terms  of  the 
national  restructuring  and  the  implication  that  about  1,300  offices 
will,  in  fact,  be  closed. 

We  certainly  urge  the  committee  to  closely  analyze  that  to  reex- 
amine just  what  has  been  used,  whether  it  is  by  USDA  or  OMB, 
in  determining  what  actually  are  the  criteria  for  those  closings. 

As  has  been  mentioned  earlier,  we  also  question  why  the  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration  will  be  merged  with  the  Federal 
Grain  Inspection  Service.  These  are  two,  small,  yet  very  important 
functions  of  USDA  which  we  feel  should  be  strengthened,  not  re- 
duced. 

Our  major  concern  about  the  overall  reorganization,  however,  is 
the  placement  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  under  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services.  We  are  con- 
cerned about  that,  both  in  terms  of  ASCS  and  Farmers  Home,  Fed- 
eral crop  and  other  agencies  all  being  under  one,  as  well  as  the 
issue  of  exactly  why  that  is  the  primary  role  and  SCS  is  under- 
neath in  another  subagency,  when,  in  fact,  farmers  need  ASCS  and 
SCS  often  to  be  integrated  since  they  directly  relate  much  more  to 
their  future,  where  at  one  stage  where  Farmers  Home  and  access 
to  credit  is  a  very  important  part  which  we  feel  should  not  be  split 
between  farm  and  housing.  We  think  it  is  important  that  rural 
community  issues  and  the  role  of  Farmers  Home,  in  really  enabling 
farm  businesses  to  survive,  be  elevated  not  reduced. 

My  testimony  goes  into  much  more  detail;  but  we  feel  that  train- 
ing is  absolutely  critical  at  the  county  committee  level,  at  the  staff 
level.  The  point  made  earlier  about  the  merging  of  county  commit- 
tees raises  serious  concerns.  Since  ASCS  and  Farmers  Home  tradi- 
tionally have  not  always  served  the  same  constituency,  their  needs 
may  be  different,  the  training  should  be  different;  and  adding  two 
appointed  slots  into  what  has  been  an  elected  committee  slot  raises 
very  serious  concerns. 

One  other  point  is  that  agricultural  mediation  has  been  very  suc- 
cessful. It  was  highlighted  in  Vice  President  Gore's  book,  and  we 
feel  that  with  appeals  being  national  and  coordinated,  there  should 
also  be  mediation  services  for  more  subagencies  within  the  Depart- 
ment, not  just  credit  and  lender  mediation. 

We  feel  that  this  whole  reorganization  creates  a  real  opportunity 
for  USDA  to  fix  what  has  not  worked  in  the  past.  We  feel  that  the 
disaster  which  many  farmers  are  really  feeling  the  major  brunt  of 
right  now  is  an  opportunity  for  the  agency  to  show  that  they  can 
make  policies,  can  change  the  way  the  entire  agency  operates.  And 
we  certainly  hope  that  that  coordination  will  expand  and  not  break 
down  in  light  of  some  of  the  other  issues  related  to  reorganization. 
In  terms  of  civil  rights  and  enforcement  and  other  outreach,  we 
think  all  of  those  are  essential;  and  we  look  forward  to  being  a  part 
of  this  process  to  really  see  a  USDA  that  serves  farmers  as  its  pri- 
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mary  customers  and,  in  fact,  delivers  the  services  in  a  way  that 
makes  the  most  sense  and  saves  the  Government  money. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Ozer  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  DOOLEY  [assuming  chair].  We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  John 
Morrison  who  is  the  executive  director  of  the  National  Contract 
Poultry  Growers  Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  M.  MORRISON,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL  CONTRACT  POULTRY  GROWERS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Morrison.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  John  Morrison.  I  am  a  former  poultry  farmer  from 
the  State  of  Louisiana  and  am  currently  executive  director  for  the 
National  Contract  Poultry  Growers  Association.  We  are  a  national 
cooperative  organized  to  represent  and  work  for  the  benefit  of  the 
thousands  of  poultry  growers  across  the  Nation. 

As  producers  of  poultry  and  poultry  products,  we  utilize  many  of 
the  services  and  programs  offered  by  the  Department  of  Api- 
culture. We  are  also  subjected  to  many  rules,  regulations,  actions, 
and  inactions  of  the  VEirious  agencies.  Therefore,  we  appreciate 
both  the  invitation  to  appear  before  you  today  and  the  opportunity 
to  reflect  our  suggestions  relative  to  the  reorganization  of  the 
USDA. 

On  April  23,  1993,  in  Ames,  Iowa,  our  organization  presented 
testimony  to  you  in  regards  to  the  reorganization  of  the  Packers 
and  Stockyard  Administration.  I  would  just  like  to  reiterate  our 
thoughts  with  regard  to  the  reorganization  of  this  particular  agen- 
cy today  to  ensure  that  there  is  further  consideration  of  our  rec- 
ommendations in  that  testimony. 

For  the  balance  of  my  testimony  today,  I  would  like  to  focus  on 
the  establishment  of  an  independent  National  Appeals  Division 
within  the  USDA,  as  suggested  by  the  National  Performance  Re- 
view team. 

We  support  this  concept,  but  there  are  two  recommendations 
that  we  would  suggest  be  considered.  And  the  first  is  that  the  Ap- 
peals Division,  as  it  might  be  established,  should  report  directly  to 
the  Secretary  as  opposed  to  an  Under  Secretary  administrating  the 
agencies  from  which  an  appeal  may  be  originated. 

Second,  the  division  should  be  established  to  consider  and  act 
upon  any  appeal  made  by  a  farmer  as  a  result  of  an  adverse  deci- 
sion by  any  agency  within  the  Department. 

This  Appeals  Division  should  be  independent  and  separate  from 
any  of  the  direct  line  Administrators.  It  must  be  open  to  all  farm- 
ers who  are  affected  by  decisions  of  these  USDA  agencies. 

A  farmer  who  is  denied  certification  as  an  organic  producer 
should  have  a  forum  to  which  he  could  appeal  for  reconsideration. 

A  poultry  producer  who  is  denied  protections  by  the  Packers  and 
Stockyard  Administration  should  also  have  the  ability  to  appeal  de- 
cisions made  by  this  agency. 

As  an  example,  a  grower  today  in  North  Carolina  is  on  the  verge 
of  financial  ruin  because  his  contract  has  been  terminated  with  one 
of  the  large,  vertically  integrated  poultry  producing  companies: 
Tyson  Foods. 
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This  grower  complained  to  Tyson  about  the  creative  accounting 
practices  that-  they  were  utiHzing  in  determining  his  pay.  Tyson 
pays  growers  in  this  particular  area  on  the  basis  of  a  dollars  per 
thousand  birds  and  they  were  arbitrarily  discounting  the  number 
of  birds  for  each  load  that  was  hauled  to  the  processing  plant. 

When  this  grower  complained  to  Tyson,  they  terminated  his  con- 
tract. He,  upon  receipt  of  notification  of  termination,  then  filed  a 
complaint  with  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration.  The 
Packers  and  Stockyards  people  heard  his  complaint,  reviewed  the 
information  provided  by  the  company,  and  ascertained  that  there 
was  no  action  that  they  could  take  as  an  agency  of  the  USD  A. 

This  grower  is  on  the  brink  of  financial  ruin.  And  if  an  appeals 
process  were  in  place  to  where  he  could  take  this  problem,  when 
he  is  about  to  lose  his  farm,  to  another  authority  for  further  consid- 
eration, I  think  we  would  have  better  enforcement  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act  that  were  set  up  to  assist  these  types  of  producers. 

Similar  nightmares  could  be  related  by  many  farmers  who  have 
been  subjected  to  problems  because  of  the  lack  of  action,  by  other 
USDA  agencies.  That  is  why  we  feel  that  it  is  very  important  that 
any  determination  made  by  the  agency  be  subject  to  an  appeal 
process  where  farmers  are  given  the  service  that  the  agency  and 
the  Department  was  established  for. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  presenting  this  testimony 
today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Morrison  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Morrison. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  Gary  Lenker,  chairman  of  the  rural 
housing  council  of  the  National  Association  of  Home  Builders. 

STATEMENT  OF  GARY  LENKER,  CHAIRMAN,  RURAL  HOUSmG 
COUNCIL,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  HOME  BUILDERS 

Mr.  Lenker.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Gary 
Lenker,  and  I  am  a  second  generation  homebuilder  from  Dauphin, 
Pennsylvania.  My  nearly  30-year-old  family  firm  builds  approxi- 
mately 50  homes  a  year  in  rural,  south  central  Pennsylvania.  As 
chairman  of  the  rural  housing  council  of  the  National  Association 
of  Home  Builders,  I  do  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear before  you  today.  We  have  previously  submitted  written  testi- 
mony and  would  ask  that  it  be  included  for  the  record. 

The  National  Association  of  Home  Builders'  policy  supports  much 
needed  efforts  to  streamline  and  consolidate  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture. Such  efforts  are  not  only  imperative  to  the  reduction  of 
the  Federal  budget  deficit  but  are  necessary  to  provide  a  higher 
level  of  efficiency  and  service  to  the  American  taxpayer.  We  would 
like  to  work  with  you  to  help  ensure  that  these  efforts  become  a 
practical  reality  as  soon  as  possible. 

At  the  same  time,  we  strongly  urge  you  to  continue  to  promote 
the  effective  operation  of  desperately  needed  FmHA  rural  housing 
programs.  We  feel  that  the  necessary  streamlining  can  occur  with- 
out damage  to  existing  housing  programs.  And  to  that  end,  we 
would  like  to  make  the  following  two  points:  First,  according  to 
Secretary  Espy's  proposed  reorganization  plan,  a  new  rural  commu- 
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nity  development  service  would  include  FmHA  rural  housing  pro- 
grams as  well  as  RDA  and  REA  rural  community  loan  programs. 

Programs  to  be  under  its  jurisdiction  represent  over  $4  billion  in 
annual  lending  activity  and  related  assistance,  with  a  portfolio  of 
more  than  $25  billion. 

Given  that  the  greatest  percentage  of  lending  activity  in  the  new 
service  will  be  for  housing,  we  feel  it  would  be  more  appropriate 
to  rename  the  agency  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Develop- 
ment Service. 

We  strongly  urge  you  to  ensure  that  adequate  resources  are  allo- 
cated to  this  new  agency  to  allow  it  to  perform  its  mission  effec- 
tively. The  depletion  of  housing  staff  is  a  serious  threat  to  the  fu- 
ture operation  of  housing  programs. 

Second,  FmHA  currently  consists  of  approximately  1,670  coun- 
ties, 250  districts,  and  46  State  offices.  While  some  of  these  offices 
should  be  closed  or  consolidated,  we  urge  that  field  office  closings 
be  performed  with  careful  deliberation. 

Those  reasons  are  as  follows:  Currently  there  is  a  2-year  backlog 
of  demand  for  single-family  housing  loans  in  the  local  FmHA  coun- 
ty office  that  I  work  with.  But  despite  this,  there  is  only  one  loan 
which  is  prepared  to  be  obligated  due  to  staff  reductions.  This  situ- 
ation exists  throughout  the  country. 

As  another  example,  in  Montgomery  County,  Alabama,  the  coun- 
ty office  was  closed  due  to  lack  of  staff;  and,  as  a  result,  no  housing 
loans  have  been  made  in  that  county  for  the  last  2  years.  The  de- 
mand for  housing  in  this  county  certainly  has  not  diminished. 

If  closings  were  solely  based  on  farm  loan  activities,  the  situa- 
tions I  have  just  described  would  occur  nationwide.  Without  an 
adequate  delivery  system,  today's  well-functioning  rural  housing 
programs  will  be  rendered  helpless. 

The  cornerstone  of  FmHA's  section  502  single-family  direct  loan 
program  has  been  the  localized  access  provided  by  the  county  field 
office  structure.  This  is  absolutely  necessary  because  of  the  limited 
means  of  travel  available  to  the  economically  disadvantaged  recipi- 
ents of  the  program. 

Any  plan  for  service  delivery  should  be  locally  based  in  order  to 
provide  access  to  a  geographically  dispersed  rural  population.  In 
addition,  we  would  like  to  stress  the  continued  need  for  a  State  di- 
rector system  similar  to  the  current  FmHA  system. 

I  would  also  like  to  add  our  support  for  Representative  Johnson's 
USDA  National  Appeals  Division  Act.  Our  membership  has  ap- 
proved policy  asserting  the  need  for  an  unbiased,  independent  ap- 
peals process  and  supporting  the  act's  goals  of  greater  efficiency 
and  cost  savings  through  the  consolidation  of  appeals  systems. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  availability  of  afford- 
able housing  is  an  absolute  prerequisite  to  rural  economic  develop- 
ment and  growth.  Rural  housing  programs  provide  an  economic 
stimulus  which  affects  our  entire  Nation's  economy. 

Thank  you.  Chairman  Stenholm  and  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, for  your  continued  support  of  rural  housing  programs.  We  look 
forward  to  assisting  your  subcommittee  in  any  way  needed  as  you 
develop  reorganization  legislation  which  will  promote  the  highest 
levels  of  service  and  efficiency  possible. 

Thank  you. 
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[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Lenker  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm  [resuming  chair].  Thank  you. 

Next  is  Mr.  Kendall  Keith  of  the  National  Grain  and  Feed  Asso- 
ciation. 

STATEMENT  OF  KENDALL  KEITH,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
GRAIN  AND  FEED  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Keith.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  today  on 
the  restructuring  proposal. 

Our  membership  contains  a  cross-section  of  approximately  5,000 
facilities  that  are  both  privately  owned  and  farmer  cooperatives 
that  provide  an  important  interface  between  the  farmer  customers, 
USDA  offices,  and  a  commercial  marketplace.  In  many  ways,  we 
are  partners  in  the  grassroots  implementation  of  many  policies  and 
programs  administered  by  the  Department. 

Today  we  voice  strong  support  for  what  Secretary  Espy  and  the 
Clinton  administration,  in  general,  have  set  out  to  accomplish.  But 
most  importantly,  we  think  a  restructuring  of  Government  can  only 
be  successful  if  we  fully  understand  why  past  programs  of  the  ad- 
ministration and  implementation  have  worked  or  have  not  worked 
as  the  case  may  be. 

Concerning  the  Farm  Service  Agency,  we  think  that  merging  the 
functions  of  ASCS,  Farmers  Home,  and  FCIC,  in  general,  appears 
to  have  merit.  However,  we  would  offer  several  cautions. 

ASCS  of  course  designs  programs  for  the  benefit  of  producers. 
But  the  delivery  of  those  programs  is  not  solely  a  function  of  the 
operational  performance  of  local  county  offices.  For  successful  exe- 
cution of  such  programs,  it  is  absolutely  crucial  that  they  operate 
within  the  context  of  normal  commercial  marketing  practices. 

Programs  like  price  support,  loan  redemption,  reserve  loan  grain 
procedures,  and  many  other  commodity-based  programs  must  meet 
the  test  of  marketplace  reality.  In  my  written  testimony,  we  cite 
several  program  examples.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  programs  can,  in- 
deed, become  very  complex. 

The  need  for  commercial  market  knowledge  is  not  just  in  ASCS 
programs,  though.  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  responsible  for 
virtually  all  open  market  purchases  of  food  used  in  domestic  and 
export  donation  programs.  For  these  reasons  we  would  recommend 
highly  that  the  administration  consider  appointing  to  a  leadership 
position,  in  the  agency,  a  qualified  person  who  has  extensive  exper- 
tise in  the  commercial  warehousing  and  merchandising  sector.  His- 
torically, this  has  been  the  Deputy  Administrator  for  Commodity 
Operations.  It  doesn't  have  to  be  that  position.  We  do  think  the  ex- 
perience is  important.  It  is,  after  all,  much  more  efficient  for  all  of 
us  if  USDA  can  make  the  right  decisions  the  first  time  and  avoid 
the  complexities  of  major  program  retractions  or  amendments. 

Continuing  on  the  Farm  Service  Agency,  we  believe  that  combin- 
ing the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  within  the  Farm  Serv- 
ice Agency  does  have  considerable  merit.  As  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment outlays  for  producers  continue  to  decline,  we  think  it  is  im- 
portant to  begin  a  serious  review  of  what  the  farmer  of  the  1990's 
really  does  need  from  the  Grovernment  in  the  way  of  an  economic 
safety  net.  For  this  reason,  it  just  seems  to  make  good  sense  to  con- 
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sider  crop  insurance,  price  support,  and  income  support  as  a  whole 
single  agency. 

Concerning  community  and  economic  development  in  rural  areas, 
we  have  no  specific  objection  to  having  a  separate  division  within 
USDA  for  community  and  economic  development.  But  it  is  impor- 
tant to  understand  that  there  are  critical  linkages  between  rural 
development  and  commodity  programs.  In  our  view,  commodity 
programs  of  recent  years  have  had  a  negative  impact  on  local 
economies,  and  we  would  recommend  that  USDA  start  to  study  the 
links  between  these  two  divisions. 

Concerning  research  and  economics,  the  proposal  to  combine  the 
position  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Economics  with  that  of  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Science  and  Research  causes  us  some  concern.  We 
think  it  is  critical  that  USDA  continue  to  give  a  high  priority  to 
scientific  and  analjrtical  approaches  in  choosing  the  best  policies  for 
American  agriculture.  We  also  continue  to  support  strongly  USDA's 
function  of  providing  reliable  and  timely  data,  which  we  think  is 
the  cornerstone  of  the  competitive  free  market  system. 

Concerning  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  we  would  suggest 
that  the  focus  and  the  mission  of  ARS  be  reviewed.  Perhaps  ARS 
should  consider  increasing  its  emphasis  on  analyzing  practical  re- 
search questions  that  could  have  more  immediate  payoff. 

One  example  of  such  research  is  in  the  area  of  grain  quality 
measurement  and  grain  grading  techniques.  Today,  the  Federal 
Grain  Inspection  Service  does  some  of  this  research  in  its  standard- 
ization division.  But  as  FGIS  attempts  to  streamline  its  own  func- 
tions to  keep  its  user  fees  reasonable  and  to  maintain  continued 
use  of  official  grains  by  the  industry,  this  applied  grain  quality  re- 
search may  need  to  be  shifted  to  another  function  of  ARS  in  the 
future. 

Last,  we  would  like  to  talk  about  combining  FGIS  and  the  Pack- 
ers and  Stockyards  Administration.  We  do  not  understand  the  logic 
of  combining  this.  In  fairness  to  USDA,  we  may  be  missing  some- 
thing; but  it  seems  to  us  the  functions  of  the  agencies  are  vastly 
different.  I  won't  reiterate  what  other  witnesses  have  already  said. 
But  our  concern  really  centers  on  what  we  as  an  industry  are  ask- 
ing FGIS  to  do  today,  and  that  is  to  focus  on  a  mission  of  stream- 
lining and  providing  efficient  services.  If  FGIS  fails  to  do  so,  it  may 
not  survive  as  a  provider  of  services  in  a  commercial  environment. 
We  think  to  combine  the  administrative  positions  may  create  confu- 
sion for  FGIS  at  just  exactly  the  wrong  time.  We  are  open  to  other 
proposals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  oral  statement. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Keith  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Let  me  ask  each  of  you  how  you  think  an  appeals 
process  should  work. 

There  seems  to  be  very  strong  support  for  elevating  the  National 
Appeals  Division  and  making  certain  that  it  works.  We  have  dif- 
ferent ideas  about  how  to  make  that  work,  but  I  am  most  inter- 
ested from  the  farmers'  viewpoint.  In  particular,  how  you  would  en- 
vision an  appeals  process  ultimately  working? 
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Mr.  Plagge.  I  think  in  the  area  of  appeals  process,  one  of  the 
things  that  we  would  like  to  make  sure  that  is  included  in  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  how  it  deals  with  soil  conservation  efforts. 

And,  of  course,  we  are  speaking  now  probably  of  delineation  of 
wetlands,  that  there  needs  to  be  an  appeals  process;  and,  certainly, 
again,  I  would  say  in  this  whole  process,  as  we  develop  this,  let's 
make  sure  that  SCS  is  included  in  that. 

Ms.  Danielson.  We  totally  agree  with  the  Farm  Bureau  on  that, 
and  we  would  also  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  make  sure  that 
it  is  kept  separate  so  that  you  don't  have  the  person  making  the 
decision  have  any  financial  interest  in  having  the  decision  come  out 
one  way  or  another,  also  that  the  person  has  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
peal at  a  local  and  State  level  rather  than  having  to  come  to  Wash- 
ington. That  is  certainly  an  advantage  for  the  farmer. 

Ms.  OZER.  I  would  say  that  at  the  local  or  State  level,  you  are 
still  doing  the  appeal  within  the  agency.  It  is  at  a  certain  level  that 
it  kicks  into  the  National  Appeals  Division,  which  is  totally  sepa- 
rate from  the  actual  decisionmaking  agency  that  you  are  appealing 
the  decision  for. 

And  that  raises  one  of  the  questions  back  to  the  training  ques- 
tion of:  Does  the  person  have  to  know  the  details  of  each  of  the  var- 
ious programs? 

And  what  I  mentioned  in  my  testimony  was  with  Farmers  Home, 
there  was,  when  the  system  first  got  set  up  in  1989  and  1990,  a 
lot  of  concern  of  who  was  actually  going  to  be  conducting  the  ap- 
peals; and  it  seemed  to  work  very  well  when  there  were  trained  in- 
dividuals who  knew  how  to  do  agency  appeals. 

It  is  not  that  you  needed  to  know  all  of  the  specifics,  but  you 
have  to  have  a  good  running  record;  you  were  to  have  good  infor- 
mation to  back  it  up.  And  very  important  is  that  once  a  farmer 
wins  a  decision,  that  there  is  actusd  implementation  of  that  deci- 
sion. That  has  been  one  of  the  problems  right  now  with  Farmers 
Home.  Farmers  win  an  appeal  at  the  local  level  or  at  the  State 
level,  then  basically  ignoring  the  decision  that  has  been  made  at 
the  national  level. 

We  want  to  make  sure  that  farmers  or  borrowers,  whoever  is  im- 
pacted by  the  decisions,  not  only  gets  the  opportunity  to  pursue  the 
appeal  but  when  they  win  the  appeal,  they  actually  see  a  change 
in  their  individual  situation. 

Mr.  Morrison.  I  think  that  we  could  compare  this  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  Supreme  Court  within  our  justice  system.  We  need  a 
high  authority  within  the  USD  A  that  can  address  the  problems, 
the  adverse  decisions  that  the  farmers  are  affected  by.  So  I  think 
that  the  high-level  appeals  division  is  certainly  necessary. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Keith,  you  indicated  some  concern  about  the 
combination  of  the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service  and  the  Pack- 
ers and  Stockyards  Administration. 

But  you  indicated  some  previous  support  for  some  combination 
with  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

As  proposed  by  the  Secretary,  we  have  the  Food  Safety  and  In- 
spection Service  and  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Serv- 
ice, and  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service.  But  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Service  and  Packers  and  Stockyards  would  be  under  one 
entity.  What  is  it  that  gives  you  pause  for  these  being  combined? 
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Mr.  Keith.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  just  concerned  that  if  you  have 
an  Administrator  that  has  two  different  agencies  underneath  that 
really  have  two  different  missions  entirely,  that  both  sides  are 
going  to  get  shortchanged. 

We  don't  necessarily  support  FGIS  as  an  independent  agency.  We 
don't  demand  that.  It  is  a  matter  that  we  are  looking  for  ways  that 
this  body,  within  Government  that  we  call  FGIS  today,  can  func- 
tion and  perform  more  efficiently. 

And  it  is  an  agency  that  is  about  85  percent  user-fee  funded.  And 
we  are  very  open  to  considering  any  kind  of  a  structuring  that  we 
think  would  contribute  to  efficiency  and  performance. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Others  commented  on  that.  I  would  ask  you  to 
continue  to  think  with  us  on  that  area.  We  are  talking  about  a 
block  on  an  organizational  chart.  It  is  the  administration  under  the 
box  that  we  are  most  concerned  about.  But  let's  think  further  on 
that  one  as  to  whether  or  not  that  is  an  insurmountable  problem, 
or  one  that  can  be  worked  out. 

Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Dooley.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  all  of  the  panelists  who  have  attended  today  and 
offered  suggestions.  I  am  very  appreciative  of  some  of  the 
similarities  in  the  suggestions,  especially  as  it  relates  to  the  Ap- 
peals Division.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  of  merit  to  that. 

Mr.  Lenker,  I  think  you  brought  up  a  very  good  point,  and  that 
is  when  we  go  through  some  of  the  criteria  in  determining  what  of- 
fices should  be  closed  or  collocated  is  that  there  has  to  be  adequate 
attention  given  to  the  existing  staffing  levels  and  their  abilities  to 
perform  the  services,  as  I  underst£md  what  you  are  saying.  I  think 
it  was  your  observation. 

Have  you  thought  about  any  way  that  we  can  adjust  that  and  to 
address  that  in  terms  of  the  criteria  of  your  organization  or  asso- 
ciation? 

Mr.  Lenker.  We  just  feel  strongly  that  the  local  delivery  system 
at  the  county  level  does  need  to  be  maintained. 

Mr.  Dooley.  On  the  Appeals  Division,  which  all  of  you  have  com- 
mented on,  when  you  are  saying  you  are  setting  up  an  independent 
agency — ^you  are  not,  though,  saying  that  we  would  do  away  with 
the  existing  county  committees  that  make  the  initial  determina- 
tion? You  would  still  go  through  the  county  committee  and  you  are 
basically  talking  about  a  National  Appeals  System.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Plagge.  That  is  correct.  Again  we  would  want  to  make  sure 
that  those  areas  that  SCS  deals  with  is  included  in  that  so  that 
there  is  an  appeals  process  whereby  farmers  can  deal  with  the  very 
concerns  that  they  have  out  there,  especially  in  the  area  of  wet- 
lands. 

Mr.  Dooley.  Ms.  Ozer,  I  was  somewhat  interested  in  a  comment 
that  you  made  in  your  written  testimony  where  you  say  that  saving 
the  taxpayer  money  is  nothing  more  than  a  false  front  for  a  hidden 
agenda.  "Much  has  been,"  and  this  is  a  quote,  "Much  has  been  done 
in  the  name  of  saving  money  when  in  reality  the  objective  was  to 
rid  the  countryside  of  family  farm  agriculture  to  make  way  for 
large  corporate  agribusiness  entities" 

Are  you  and  your  organization  stating  that  the  objective  of  this 
reorganization  is  to  cause  problems  with  the  family  farm,  and  what 
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past  policies  have,  in  fact,  been  instituted  where  their  objective  was 
to  do  away  with  the  family  farm? 

Ms.  OZER.  Well,  certainly  my  comment  is  not  related  specifically 
to  this  reorganization  plan  but  in  a  sense  that  in  the  last  decade, 
in  the  last  15  years,  there  has  certainly  been  policies  that  have  not 
been  the  primary  objective  but  the  result  of  policies  that  have  real- 
ly meant  that  many  family  farmers  have  not  survived. 

We  feel  that  USDA,  in  some  cases,  has  contributed  to  that.  Cer- 
tainly the  point  we  are  making 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  Your  statement  was,  "when  in  reality  the  objective 
was  to  rid  the  countryside."  That  is  pretty  strong. 

I  was  just  curious,  what  programs  would  you  say  in  the  last  15 
years  have  contributed,  in  fact,  to  the  decline  of  the  family  farm? 

Ms.  OzER.  Well,  certainly  the  major  shift  with  access  to  credit 
with  Farmers  Home  away  from  direct  loans  into  guaranteed — 
when,  in  fact,  most  farmers  were  not  eligible  for  the  guaranteed 
loans — showed  a  direction  at  the  national  level  which  did  not  relate 
very  directly  to  the  reality  of  what  was  needed  locally. 

I  think  that  is  one  area  that  has  shifted  back  just  in  the  last  6 
to  9  months  where,  for  many  years,  just  as  an  example  of  how  is- 
sues get  interpreted  locally,  employees  were  being  rated,  salary 
scales,  incentive  programs,  by  the  number  of  guaranteed  loans  they 
were  able  to  deliver  as  opposed  to  direct  loans  which  had  been 
their  mission  and  a  direction  of  the  local  part  of  the  agency. 

An  irony  is  that  when  some  of  the  analysis  was  done  last  year 
on  which  offices  to  close,  direct  loans  were  used  as  the  criteria,  not 
guaranteed  loans,  when,  in  fact,  that  is  where  employees  had  been 
getting  their  bonuses  and  been  encouraged  to  try  and  shift  away 
from  that  kind  of  direct  deUvery  to  farmers.  So  that  is  one  example. 

There  is  a  perception  and  a  sense  from  many  farmers  around  the 
country  and  from  groups  in  the  countryside  that  they  have  not 
been  able  to  see  USDA  as  a  friend,  as  a  partner,  in  trying  to  main- 
tain and  improve  their  economic  businesses  and  their  farming  busi- 
nesses but  an  encouragement  to  work  off  the  farm,  to  sell  off,  to 
get  out,  because  they  could  not  make  a  living  as  opposed  to  a  na- 
tional policy  change  that  would  restore  some  profitability  to  family 
farmers. 

So  I  think  it  is  a  combination  of  different  policies  which  have  not 
been  directly  looking  at  how  do  we  have  farmers  be  a  vital  part  of 
the  rural  economy  as  opposed  to  how  do  we  have  off-farm,  low- 
wage  jobs  to  supplement  the  farm  income  and,  in  fact,  displace 
other  employees. 

Mr.  DoOLEY.  Are  you  stating,  then,  as  part  of  the  restructuring 
that  we  ought  to  be  looking  in  addition  to  program  changes  that 
would— what  I  understand  you  to  say  is  that  some  of  the  program 
changes  that  we  have  had  that  have  become  a  little  more  market 
oriented  have  actually  worked  to  the  disadvantage  of  family  farms. 
Is  that  correct? 

Ms.  OzER.  Yes,  we  believe  that. 

We  think  that  having  research  done,  backed  by  USDA  a  couple 
of  years  ago,  that  actually  documented  high  export  counties  is  not 
necessarily  resulting  in  higher  net  farm  income. 

And  we  certainly  think  that,  unfortunately,  the  push  to  export 
volume  has  not  meant  a  retention  of  profitability  and  income  in 
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local  communities  and  that  the  two  do  need  to  be  addressed  and 
that  we  can't  make  an  assumption  that  exports  means  higher  in- 
come or  survivability  of  production  agriculture  in  this  country. 

Mr.  DOOLEY.  So  expanding  markets  don't  necessarily  mean  that 
that  is  to  the  benefit  of  family  farms? 

Ms.  OZER.  That  is  our  feeling.  We  would  hope  that  the  Depart- 
ment would  look  at  that  issue  more  objectively  in  terms  of  what 
kind  of  research  is,  in  fact,  available. 

Mr.  DoOLEY.  That  is  interesting. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Pomeroy. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  I  have  a  question  for  Ms.  Danielson.  Your  testi- 
mony raises  questions  about  the  separating  within  the  USDA  SCS 
into  an  independent  division  from  ASCS,  and  you  would  propose 
leaving  them  together  in  an  agency.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  of  merit 
to  your  suggestion.  The  only  issue  I  would  like  you  to  comment 
on — and  I  would  also  like  the  National  Grain  and  Feed  Association 
representative  to  comment  on  this  as  well — are  you  concerned  that 
the  failure  to  establish  within  the  USDA  a  very  clear,  independent, 
environmental  enforcement  provision  will  lead  to  some  in  Congress 
seeking  to  have  greater  EPA  intervention  and  not  keep  this  within 
the  USDA? 

Ms.  Danielson.  Well,  we  had  been  told  that  is  the  fear  that 
would  happen  if  you  would  do  that.  We  don't  agree  with  that. 

Instead,  we  think  that  if  you  are  looking  at  the  level  of  where 
the  farmer  is  using  the  service,  if  you  look  at  the  farm  bill,  there 
certainly  has  to  be  conservation  compliance  to  participate  in  the 
other  farm  programs. 

And  when  the  whole  direction  of  the  farm  bill  is  to  put  things 
more  together  and  to  have  more  compliance  and  then,  at  that  same 
time,  would  tell  USDA,  "OK,  we  are  going  to  separate  those  agen- 
cies," it  just  doesn't  make  sense. 

Every  farmer  that  I  have  asked  about  this  plan — and  I  was  back 
in  Wisconsin  this  weekend  and  talked  to  people,  and  a  couple  of 
people  from  other  States — ^the  first  thing  they  will  always  think 
about  is  whether  or  not  they  can  do  the  one-stop  shopping. 

I  know  that  is  the  Secretary's  goal.  And  it  just  makes  sense  if 
you  want  to  get  to  the  one-stop  shopping  that  you  really  do  it  right 
when  you  structure  the  plan  and  you  need  to  use — keep  informa- 
tion on  the  same  computer  system — they  should  be  able  to  show  up 
and  have  information  one  time  rather  than  having  to  go  all  over 
town  for  it. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  In  your  view,  the  rigorous  enforcement  of  stand- 
ards established  for  protection  of  the  environment  is  not  watered 
down  by  having  them  within  the  same  agency? 

Ms.  Danielson.  We  would  like  to  think  that  the  farmer  would 
be  able  to  work  with  the  agency  rather  than  having  the  agency  be 
the  one  to  come  out  with  the  stick  and,  say,  have  you  to  do  that. 
If  you  are  going  to  have  that  partnership,  it  makes  sense  to  have 
the  agencies  together;  but  it  should  be  with  the  farmer  working 
with  SCS. 
Mr.  Pomeroy.  Mr.  Keith. 

Mr.  Keith.  We  have  some  concern  about  the  programs  being  as 
simple  as  they  possibly  can  be  so  that  they  are  practical  and  farm- 
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ers  can  understand  them  and  implement  them.  We  think  it  is  wise 
to  keep  that  in  one  agency. 

Long  term,  yes,  we  have  concerns  about  if  you  segregate  it  off, 
that  you  have  a  potential  of  being  exported  out  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  If  you  segregate  it  within  the  Department,  you 
think  maybe  that  is  a  precursor  to  separating  it  without  the  De- 
partment? 
Mr.  Keith.  Yes,  it  is  possible. 

Mr.  POMEROY.  I  believe  that  North  Dakota  family  farmers,  for 
example,  are  some  of  the  most  environmentally  conscious  and  most 
conscientious  stewards  of  their  land  and  the  environment  found 
any  where  and  take  great  exception  with  those  who  think  contrary, 
although  they  can  have  enormous  influence,  as  we  have  seen,  in 
the  formation  of  these  programs. 

So  I  think  that  the  Secretary  may  be  trying  a  little  preemptive 
strike  here  with  his  proposal.  And  I  think  your  input  has  been 
helpful  to  me  in  evaluating  that. 

The  other  question  I  would  have  also  for  Ms.  Danielson,  you  indi- 
cate the  importance  of  the  local  elected  county  representatives.  And 
I  certainly  share  your  thoughts  there.  Do  you  see  the  plan  as  im- 
pacting or  reducing  the  role  presently  performed  by  the  county 

elected 

Ms.  Danielson.  Yes.  Actually,  if  we  kept  it  exactly  as  written, 
it  would  reduce  that  role.  First  of  all,  it  says  that  you  may  have 
committees.  And  I  mean  when  you  look  at  Vice  President  Gore's 
study,  he  talks  about  that  you  need  to  have  a  local  control.  And 
this  committee  structure  is  really  the  best  example  of  a  committee 
that  really  works.  We  also  see  it  being  reduced. 

If  you  start  appointing  those  local  members  instead  of  electing 
those  local  members,  they  should  be  elected  by  the  people  that  they 
will  be  serving,  and  that  is  the  way  the  current  system  works.  We 
certainly  don't  oppose  expanding  the  committee.  It  makes  sense  to 
expand  the  committee. 

And,  in  addition,  if  you  have  a  committee  that  will  now  have  an 
expanded  role  as  far  as  the  Farm  Service  Agency,  then  you  need 
to  do  more  training  for  the  committee. 

I  know  I  have  talked  to  some  of  the  Administrators  over  at  the 
Department.  We  really  like  those  Administrators,  by  the  way.  And 
we  know  that  is  a  goal  with  them,  too,  is  to  have  more  training. 
We  see  that  as  a  very  positive  step. 
Mr.  Pomeroy.  Thank  you. 
Ms.  OZER.  Could  I  just  make  a  quick  comment? 
Mr.  POMEROY.  Sure. 

Ms.  OzER.  One  of  the  concerns  is  that  these  new  committees  are 
going  to  have — if  they  have  adequate  decisionmaking  authority,  it 
is  going  to  be  on  this  new  range  of  services  of  Federal  Crop,  of 
ASCS,  Farmers  Home.  It  is  much  more  than  the  individual  focused 
and  one  area  of  the  previous  county  committees. 

And  with  the  county  committee  for  Farmers  Home,  when  there 
was  new  elections  back  4  years  ago,  many  farmers  and  FmHA  bor- 
rowers ran  for  those  positions.  I  have  heard  reports  that  there  was 
one  training  basically  in  the  last  5  years  and  that  there  has  been 
a  real  lack  of  understanding  about  what  a  critical  role  those  com- 
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mittee  members  play  in  the  ability  of  farmers  to  stay  on  their 
farms  and  survive. 

So  we  would  strongly  urge  and  agree  with  what  Nancy  just  said 
of  the  importance  of  that  training  but  also  questioning  if  this  merg- 
ing of  roles  is  implicitly  going  to  mean  a  reduction  in  the  actual 
involvement  in  the  programs  themselves.  And  that  is  a  concern,  to 
make  sure  that  doesn't  get  lost  in  the  process. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  The  Secretary's  recommendations  attempt  to  ele- 
vate and  strengthen  a  number  of  missions,  food  and  nutrition  and 
conservation  in  particular,  that  have  not  received  as  much  visibility 
in  the  past  as  the  Department's  better  known  work  with  agricul- 
tural producers. 

I  like  the  fact  that  this  administration  wants  to  acknowledge 
firmly  that  production  agriculture  is  part  of  a  continuum  that  be- 
gins with  a  healthy,  productive  natural  resource  base  and  ends 
with  healthy,  well-nourished  people. 

Do  each  of  you  agree  with  that  general  premise? 

Or  are  there  areas  of  concern  that  you  or  your  organizations 
have  with  that  general  statement? 

Mr.  Plagge.  Well,  insofar  as  your  general  statement  as  it  relates 
to  the  preservation  of  our  natural  resources,  I  think  one  of  the 
things  that  has  happened  over  the  years  is  that  through  an  effec- 
tive Soil  Conservation  Service,  working  hand  in  hand  with  farm- 
ers— and  very  frankly,  farmers  over  the  years  have  looked  upon  the 
SCS  as  a  friend,  as  an  assistance  program  that  they  could  go  to 
and  get  the  programs  put  in  place  that  they  desire.  I  really  believe 
that  it  is  the  development  of  this  over  the  years  that  has  really 
brought  about  the  movement  of  the  soil — of  the  conservation  of  our 
soil  and  water  to  the  degree  that  it  has  happened. 

So  I  think,  as  we  do  any  type  of  reorganization — and  again,  this 
gets  back  a  little  bit  to  where  should  SCS  be.  I  am  not  sure  that 
we  are  all  speaking  very  frankly.  We  all  want  the  same  end  here. 
But  let's  make  sure  that  we  don't  do  an5^hing  that  takes  away  that 
relationship  that  the  farmers  have  with  soil  conservation  in  pre- 
serving our  natural  resources.  That  all  gets  back  into,  I  think,  your 
overall  question  as  to  how  do  we  preserve  our  natural  resources 
and  at  the  same  time  produce  a  safe  supply  of  food  for  our  people. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  What  about  the  elevation  of  food  and  nutrition 
to  a  more  prominent  role  within  USDA? 

Mr.  Plagge.  I  think  probably  the  area  that  we  have  a  concern 
in  is  moving  the  inspection  services  to  another  area,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We  strongly  believe  that  should  stay  within  USDA.  I  think  that 
speaks  to  the  issue  that  we  feel  that  this  is  important  in  the  whole 
program  of  USDA.  But  let's  keep  it  in  USDA  and  not  FDA. 

Ms.  Danielson.  Yes,  I  agree  with  your  statement.  And  we  like 
what  Ellen  Haas  is  doing  with  the  field  hearings  that  she  is  cur- 
rently putting  on. 

Mr.  Lenker.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  not  an  area  where  the  home- 
building  community  has  adopted  any  policy. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  appreciate  anyone's  good  judgment  to  not  com- 
ment on  something  where  they  don't  really  have  anything  to  say. 

Mr.  Lenker.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  If  only  we  Members  of  Congress  could  do  that, 
we  would  all  be  better  off. 
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Mr.  Morrison.  The  poultry  growers  certainly  appreciate  and 
support  that  position,  that  the  nutrition  area  is  one  of  great  impor- 
tance. Better  informed,  healthier  Americans  are  going  to  make  a 
better  country. 

Ms.  OZER.  We  agree  with  the  statement  and  support  the  ele- 
vation of  the  food  and  nutrition  area.  I  just  think  that  along  with 
that  elevation  and  the  other  issues  is  the  importance  of  getting  as 
broad  an  input  as  possible,  both  by  farmers,  by  employees,  and  con- 
sumers into  how  the  oversill  Department  delivers  and  works  for  all 
of  us. 

Mr.  Keith.  We  support  what  you  said. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Specifically,  going  back  to  the  question  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  its  inclusion  in,  or  exclusion  from, 
the  Farm  Service  Agency,  are  there  any  additional  comments  you 
would  make? 

There  are  two  or  three  general  areas  that  are  getting  the  most 
attention,  as  far  as  I  can  discern.  One  is  the  movement  of  the  FSIS 
out  of  the  Agriculture  Department  to  FDA.  And  there  seems  to  be 
almost  unanimous  agreement  that  that  not  be  done.  And  the  other 
is  the  concern  about  the  exclusion  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
from  the  FSA. 

Comment  on  that  briefly. 

Ms.  OzER.  We  would  agree  that  ASCS  and  SCS  should  be  to- 
gether. And  if  you  are  going  to  separate  something  out,  it  would 
be  Farmers  Home  in  keeping  both  the  housing  and  the  farm  and 
the  rural  community  components  together. 

Mr.  Morrison.  We  would  agree  that  is  a  good  move. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  What? 

Mr.  Morrison.  That  the  ASCS  and  the  SCS  should  be  main- 
tained together. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Not  separated  at  the  local  level? 

Mr.  Morrison.  That  is  correct.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Ms.  Danielson. 

Ms.  Danielson.  Definitely  keep  them  together  and  also  bring  the 
natural  resources  part  into  the  title  to  give  it  the  importance  that 
it  deserves. 

Mr.  Plagge.  I  would  just  say  again,  our  concern,  very  frankly, 
is  that  Soil  Conservation  Service  delivers  a  service  that  requires  a 
great  deal  of  technical  expertise.  And  let's  make  sure  that  we  don't 
make  generalists  out  of  these  people  in  delivering  a  number  of  dif- 
ferent services. 

And,  of  course,  we  just  feel  very  strongly  about  making  sure  that 
we  keep  that  expertise  farmers  have  come  to  depend  upon  within 
that  SCS  agency. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Going  back  to  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Edu- 
cation Service  recommendation,  I  have  observed  that,  whether  it  is 
a  general  farmer  organization  or  a  commodity  group,  it  has  been 
spending  tremendous  amounts  of  time  and  effort  on  consumer  in- 
formation research. 

Our  check-off  programs  were  putting  a  lot  of  money  into  answer- 
ing some  of  the  so-called  consumer  questions.  That  is  why  I  read 
the  statement  and  said  that  I  agree  with  this  elevation  of  consumer 
issues,  and  nutrition  education  issues. 
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We  won't  have  time  for  an  answer  to  this  question  on  the  record 
today,  but  from  each  of  your  organizations,  we  would  really  appre- 
ciate your  helping  us  accomplish  this — how  we  accomplish  the  edu- 
cation of  the  consumer. 

We  really  have  some  challenges  when  we  look  at  the  role  of  Ex- 
tension, for  example,  and  the  research  institutions  with,  perhaps, 
an  expanded  agenda.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  looking  at  that.  But 
from  the  farm  community,  I  would  welcome  some  additional  input 
and  expertise  as  to  how  we  accomplish  it. 

For  example,  the  WIC  program  is  working  extremely  well  be- 
cause we  have  educational  benefits  that  go  along  with  the  dollar 
benefits.  In  food  stamps  we  do  not.  We  spend  almost  nothing  edu- 
cating food  stamp  recipients. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  tremendous  loss  there,  because  we 
are  dispensing  money  without  giving  guidelines  as  to  what  is  good 
nutrition.  And,  it  seems  to  me,  that  is  an  area  that  this  Nutrition 
Research  and  Education  Service  is  going  to  address.  I  know  already 
Ms.  Haas  is  looking  at  this  area.  But  I  think  we  need  to  look  at 
it  from  the  standpoint  of  some  additional  considerations. 

This  goes  back  to  the  statement  that  I  made  to  Mr.  Keith  a  mo- 
ment ago,  and  that  is  regarding  the  overemphasis  on  the  impor- 
tance of  boxes,  and  less  attention  to  what  goes  on  under  the  indi- 
vidual entities,  as  we  try  to  do  what  this  hearing  has  set  out  today 
to  do,  and  that  is  to  concentrate  on  the  big  picture. 
— Jjwould  say  to  you  in  conclusion — we  have  a  2-minute,  and  then 
a  5-minuti^  vote,  so  we  are  going  to  have  to  take  a  little  break  be- 
fore the  nfext  panel — that  it  is  certainly  my  intention  to  conduct 
whatever  field  hearings  might  be  necessary,  as  far  as  county  and 
State  issues  are  concerned.  We  are  going  to  do  whatever  field  hear- 
ings are  necessary  after  the  Secretary's  recommendations  become 
public  as  to  what  he  is  suggesting  regarding  county  office  consoli- 
dations, et  cetera.  That  will  be  our  intent. 

It  is  also  our  ii/tent  to  move  on  the  legislation  before  us — hope- 
fully toward  th^end  of  this  month  or  early  next  month — to  move 
at  the  subcomniittee  level  on  this.  So  we  will  give  you  some  idea, 
you  and  other  witnesses,  of  the  timetable  we  are  looking  at  as  far 
as  input  into  some  of  these  decisions.  But  it  is  our  intent  to  move 
on  markup,  perhaps  as  early  as  2  or  3  weeks  from  today. 

We  thank  each  of  you  very  much  for  your  testimony,  and  we  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  days  ahead  as  we  try  to  per- 
form this  very  important,  but  somewhat  difficult  task. 

We  will  stand  in  recess  until  the  completion  of  these  two  votes, 
and  then  we  will  resume  with  panel  3. 

[Recess  taken,] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  will  reconvene  the  hearing  and  call  panel  3, 
Dr.  Rodney  Foil  and  Ms.  Lynn  Parker.  I  believe  Dr.  Sims  is  absent 
with  the  flu.  So  this  will  be  a  small  panel. 

The  first  witness.  Dr.  Rodney  Foil,  chairman  of  the  council  of  ad- 
ministrative heads  of  agriculture.  National  Association  of  State 
Universities  and  Land-Grant  Colleges.  Welcome. 
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STATEMENT  OF  R,  RODNEY  FOIL,  VICE  PRESIDENT, 
AGRICUTURE,  FORESTRY,  AND  VETERINARY  MEDICINE,  MIS- 
SISSIPPI STATE  UNIVERSITY,  AND  CHAIRMAN,  COUNCIL  OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE  HEADS  OF  AGRICULTURE,  NATIONAL  AS- 
SOCIATION OF  STATE  UNIVERSITIES  AND  LAND-GRANT  COL- 
LEGES, ACCOMPANIED  BY  TERRY  NIPP,  PROJECT  DIREC- 
TOR, WATER  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 

Mr.  Foil.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  it  is  a  privilege  to  appear  before  this  subcommittee  once 
again  on  what  we  consider  to  be  an  extremely  important  topic.  We 
appreciate  your  leadership  and  the  members  of  your  subcommit- 
tee's interest  and  support. 

This  is  an  extremely  important  task,  and  one  which  we  know  will 
benefit  your  constituents  and  indeed  the  entire  populace  of  the 
United  States. 

Our  interest  in  the  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture focuses  primarily  on  section  601  of  the  proposed  H.R. 
3171.  In  that  section  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish  and 
maintain  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  which 
would  subsume  the  functions  now  performed  by  the  Cooperative 
State  Research  Service,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  the  Ex- 
tension Service,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library. 

We  have  previously  conveyed  our  interest  and  concerns  to  the 
Department  and  we  have  come  to  wholeheartedly  support  the  un- 
derlying principles  that  have  been  girticulated  by  the  administra- 
tion in  this  reorganization.  For  example,  cutting  redtape  and  put- 
ting customers  first,  empowering  decisionmaking  at  the  lowest  fea- 
sible level  £ind  getting  back  to  basics  are  more  than  compatible 
with  our  goals  and  objectives  and  should  be  foremost  in  any  delib- 
erations, whether  on  reorganization  or  on  continued  delivery  of  cur- 
rent programs. 

Beyond  that,  we  think  section  3(d)  of  the  proposed  bill  has  spe- 
cial meaning  with  regard  to  research,  extension,  and  higher  edu- 
cation. It  states  that  the  Secretary  shall  seek  "to  improve  acces- 
sibility at  State  and  local  levels  to  farm  and  other  programs  of  the 
Department,  and  insofar  as  possible,  to  adapt  the  administration  of 
these  programs  to  regional,  State,  and  local  conditions." 

I  represent  here  today  one  of  the  most  decentralized  systems  in 
operation  today.  And  we  recognize  that,  like  politics,  the  effects  of 
science  and  education  are  ultimately  local.  Aiid  we  feel  that  they 
are  amenable  only  to  a  planning  and  evaluation  system  that  is 
based  on  local  input. 

With  that  in  mind,  our  plea  to  you  and  the  Department  is  that 
this  opportunity  to  reinvent  be  used  to  reinvent  not  only  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  but  the  proven  partnership  between  the  Land- 
Grant  University  System  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  sometimes  think  that  this  partnership  has  been  taken  for 
granted.  We  know  that  it  is  often  misunderstood  by  parties  on  both 
sides.  There  obviously  needs  to  be  mutual  benefits,  in  order  for  the 
partnership  to  survive.  In  the  past,  the  Federal  partner  has  pro- 
vided the  mechanism  to  reach  a  national  consensus  on  overarching 
opportunities  and  problems  and  it  has  offered  comprehensive  lead- 
ership and  financial  support  for  creating  and  maintaining  the  de- 
centralized State  system. 
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The  Federal  partner  also  provides  a  system  of  organized  cen- 
trally directed  research  in  the  Federal  laboratories.  We,  the  State 
partners,  provide  the  frontline  contact  with  the  American  people. 
We  provide  funding  by  State  and  local  government,  and  we  provide 
the  stability  and  intellectual  creativity  and  credibility  of  the  Land- 
Grant  University  System. 

The  results  of  this  effort  are  the  envy  of  the  world.  They  could 
not  have  been  achieved  without  full  participation  by  all  partners  in 
policy,  decisionmaking,  and  in  program  implementation.  While  both 
the  State  and  the  Federal  institutions  have  changed  over  time,  and 
perhaps  at  this  point  should  be  brought  into  better  alignment,  the 
underlying  principles  of  that  partnership  remain  as  solid  and  via- 
ble as  well. 

As  we  tried  to  apply  the  principles  of  partnership  to  the  plan 
that  Secretary  Espy  announced  on  September  7,  we  worked  to- 
gether to  develop  a  draft  statement  reacting  to  this  proposal.  It 
states  a  commitment  to  the  principles  that  I  have  mentioned  and 
suggests  that  the  objectives  of  the  reorganization  might  be  achieved 
through  functional  rather  than  organizational  realignment. 

We  have  included  our  draft  paper  as  an  attachment  to  this  testi- 
mony, although  it  was  developed  before  details  became  available  to 
us  as  they  are  today.  As  this  engagement  with  the  administration 
and  informal  contacts  with  key  Members  of  Congress  and  their 
staffs  have  continued,  we  now  are  better  aware  of  the  strength  of 
commitment  to  the  administrative  reorganization  and  the  belief  on 
the  part  of  the  leadership  that  this  is  a  necessary  ingredient  of 
reinventing  Government. 

We  do  have  concerns,  however,  about  structural  change  and  we 
are  seeking  compromise  that  will  satisfy,  in  our  judgment,  the 
needs  of  both  parties  in  our  partnership.  It  is  our  intent  at  this 
point  to  be  constructive  and  not  confrontational  and  to  state  a  set 
of  concerns  about  the  proposed  reorganization. 

Our  first  concern  is  based  on  the  fundamental  differences  that 
we  see  in  the  operation  of  line  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  with  the  operations  that  maintain  a  partnership  with  land 
grant  and  related  universities. 

As  a  Federal  establishment,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service 
appropriately  operates  in  a  top-down  mode  of  direction  of  the  pro- 
grams. The  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  and  the  Extension 
Service,  on  the  other  hand,  represent  a  partnership  and  they  rep- 
resent a  partnership  in  which  the  sum  of  the  State  resources  is 
larger  by  a  large  measure  than  the  Federal  component. 

The  system  has  evolved  mechanisms  for  achieving  consensus 
among  partners  in  establishing  strategic  and  programmatic  direc- 
tions in  a  more  grassroots  or  distributed  decisionmaking  manage- 
ment style.  ARS  receives  full  funding  for  directed  projects  while 
CSRS  and  ES  are  operating  much  as  grant  agencies  would  in  mak- 
ing their  contributions  to  the  partnership. 

Balance  and  span  of  control  within  the  agencies  of  Government 
is  of  concern  to  us.  Ninety-two  percent  of  the  resources  under  the 
proposed  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics 
would  be  focused  in  one  of  the  three  services  under  the  direction 
of  that  office.  This  would  virtually  create  a  duplicate  function  be- 


433 

tween  the  Assistant  Secretary  and  the  Administrator  of  that  new 
agency. 

Within  the  proposed  new  agency,  the  span  of  control  gives  us 
concern  because  of  the  vast  differences  in  performance  that  are  ex- 
pected between  the  employees  of  the  line  agency  and  the  confed- 
eration of  partners  throughout  the  Nation  in  the  many  universities 
who  cooperate. 

There  is  also  the  always  challenging  necessity  to  balance  the 
day-by-day  programs  of  the  delivery  system,  the  Extension  Service, 
with  the  longer-range  programs  of  the  research  partner. 

We  are  concerned  that  an  agency  of  Government  that  will  by 
sheer  weight  of  numbers  be  dominated  by  the  Federal  partner,  will 
disadvantage  the  university  system  when  times  become  tough,  as 
we  know  they  will,  and  decisions  have  to  be  made  as  to  whether 
to  fund  the  line  agency,  the  full-time  employees  of  the  Government, 
or  to  support  the  partnership  programs  throughout  the  Nation. 

There  has  been  concern  expressed  and  interest,  a  great  deal  of 
interest,  in  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  aspects. 
Your  question  to  the  previous  panel  about  the  elevation  of  that  re- 
sponsibility to  a  greater  visibility  is  one  that  we  as  a  community 
would  strongly  support. 

It  fits  very  directly  with  the  signals  that  we  received  in  our 
States.  We  would  mention,  however,  that  it  does  present  a  chal- 
lenge to  maintain  the  educational  delivery  system  of  the  Extension 
Service  and  support  mechanism  of  our  research  programs  in  the 
nutrition  field. 

And  we  think  that  there  will  be  a  need  for  significant  provision 
for  coordination  and  communication  between  the  Nutrition  Re- 
search and  Education  Service  and  whatever  is  the  agency  that  is 
responsible  for  the  other  portions. 

We  have  two  proposed  changes  for  H.R.  3171  for  your  consider- 
ation. 

The  first  relates  to  the  Assistant  Secretary's  position  itself.  In 
the  proposed  legislation,  the  six  assistant  secretaries  proposed  are 
not  identified  by  title.  We  would  like  very  much  to  have  the  Assist- 
ant Secretary  for  Science  and  Economics  identified  by  title  in  the 
legislation  and  we  would  strongly  recommend  that  the  word  "edu- 
cation" be  added  to  that  designation,  particularly  since  the  Exten- 
sion Service  is  the  educational  arm  of  the  Department  and  would 
be  under  that  Assistant  Secretary. 

So  we  would  like  consideration  of  that. 

We  also  recommend  a  consideration  of  the  establishment  of  a  Co- 
operative State  Research  and  Education  Service  combining  the  cur- 
rent functions  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  and  the 
Extension  Service. 

The  infrastructure  of  this  new  service  should  allow  a  high  degree 
of  functional  flexibility  and  visibility.  And  it  also  would  combine 
with  the  ability  to  effectively  interface  with  the  State  agricultural 
experiment  station  administration  and  Extension  Service  in  land 
grant  and  related  universities. 

An  arrangement  like  this  would  alleviate  most  of  the  major  con- 
cerns and  disadvantages  that  we  see  with  the  proposed  reorganiza- 
tion while  maintaining  through  the  Assistant   Secretary's  office 
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close  functional  relationships  within  university-based  networks  and 
the  line  USDA  organization. 

It  makes  for  a  better  distribution  of  resources  among  the  compo- 
nent organizations  under  the  Assistant  Secretary,  and  offers  a 
more  practical  span  of  control  for  the  Administrators  of  the  various 
services.  It  avoids  an  inherent  threat  to  the  State-Federal  partner- 
ship and  reemphasizes  the  commitment  of  the  Department  toward 
decentralized  and  local  programs. 

We  realize  the  concern  for  the  number  of  agencies  within  Gov- 
ernment, and  we  would  suggest  that  perhaps  the  number  of  agen- 
cies might  be  maintained  at  that  suggested  through  consideration 
of  replacing  CSRS  and  ES  in  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Edu- 
cation Service  with  the  Agricultural  Economic  Service,  which  is  a 
line  Federal  research  agency,  and  might  be  combined  much  better 
with  the  line  Agricultural  Research  Service  than  would  the  decen- 
tralized programs  of  the  universities. 

The  National  Agricultural  Library  could  be  included  in  the  new 
Federal  service.  Of  course,  another  option  would  be  to  join  the  Na- 
tional Agricultural  Statistics  Service  and  the  National  Agricultural 
Economics  Service. 

Among  these  choices,  we  think  that  it  would  be  possible  to  ac- 
commodate the  proposed  Cooperative  State  Research  and  Edu- 
cation Service  without  adding  to  the  total  number  of  agencies  of 
the  Department. 

We  also  believe  that  the  Administrators  under  this  new  Assistant 
Secretary  should  be  directed  to  form  a  cooperate  board  of  directors 
or  council  to  provide  coordinated  and  cooperative  programs  across 
all  parts  of  science  and  education. 

The  incumbents  should  be  given  this  as  a  mandate  and  as  a  con- 
dition on  continuing  emplojrment.  We  also  would  hope  that  a  great- 
er coupling  between  university  and  USDA  line  organizations  could 
be  established  throughout  the  Department  through  an  advisory 
council  with  Assistant  Secretaries  and  Under  Secretaries  chaired 
by  the  Deputy  Secretary,  which  would  allow  for  policy  guidance  on 
programs  and  the  identification  of  research  programs  to  support 
that  policy  guidance. 

And  with  the  increased  emphasis  on  resource  conservation  and 
nutrition,  we  certainly  would  hope  that  an  emphasis  on  the  science 
to  support  those  new  emphases  would  continue. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  longer  written  testimony  that  I  would 
like  to  submit  for  the  record.  I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  ques- 
tions now  or  at  a  later  time. 

Thank  you  so  much  for  allowing  us  to  appear. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Foil  appears  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  Your  entire  statement  will  be  made 
a  part  of  the  record. 

Ms.  Lynn  Parker. 

STATEMENT  OF  LYNN  PARKER,  DIRECTOR,  NUTRITION  POL- 
ICY AND  RESEARCH,  FOOD  RESEARCH  AND  ACTION  CENTER 

Ms.  Parker.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
have  a  cold  so  I  am  going  to  speak  right  into  the  microphone. 
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Thank  you  for  the  invitation  to  speak  to  you  today  concerning 
the  proposed  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Today,  I  would  like  to  speak  specifically  to  the  movement  of  the  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  the  Under 
Secretary  level. 

I  am  speaking  for  the  Food  Research  and  Action  Center,  or 
FRAC,  and  FRAC  would  like  to  go  on  record  in  strong  support  of 
this  elevation  of  the  position  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  the  elevation  of  the  food  and  nutrition  programs  to  the  Under 
Secretary  level. 

More  than  50  percent  of  the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture is  devoted  to  domestic  food  assistance  programs.  These  pro- 
grams improve  the  lives  of  millions  of  Americans.  They  deserve  the 
increased  attention  and  status  within  the  priorities  of  the  Depart- 
ment that  this  change  could  bring. 

We  think  that  this  proposal  will  help  to  ensure  a  continuing 
focus  on  hunger  and  the  needs  of  low-income  Americans  in  the  De- 
partment. Back  in  November  of  1992,  we  recommended  this  kind 
of  change  to  the  Clinton  transition  team  in  a  letter  and  background 
paper  signed  by  12  nonprofit  organizations  who  are  working  to  end 
hunger  and  poverty  in  the  United  States,  and  this  has  been  distrib- 
uted to  you  or  will  be  made  available  to  you. 

I  would  like  to  submit  this  letter  and  background  paper  to  the 
record  as  it  is  relevant  to  my  testimony  today. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection. 

Ms.  Parker.  I  would  like  to  read  to  you  a  few  parts  of  the  letter 
to  show  you  how  much  the  elevation  of  food  and  nutrition  programs 
is  in  line  with  the  recommendations  made  by  these  groups  almost 
a  year  ago  to  the  transition  team. 

We  began  by  suggesting  that  the  agency  be  renamed  the  Depart- 
ment of  Food  and  Agriculture  to  signal  a  change  in  emphasis.  We 
urged  first  that  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  must  be- 
come an  activist  agency  on  behalf  of  families  and  children  through- 
out the  Nation  making  food  assistance  programs  available  to  those 
who  are  vulnerable  and  providing  sound  advice  on  food  and  nutri- 
tion to  everyone. 

Second,  we  urged  that  the  food  assistance  programs  hold  the  key 
to  ending  chronic  hunger  in  this  country.  Given  the  magnitude  of 
the  responsibilities  in  administrating  nutrition  programs  and  their 
importance  in  alleviating  hunger  nationwide,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  Clinton  administration  place  a  high  priority  on  these  programs 
from  day  one. 

Third,  we  said  that  there  should  be  an  appreciation  of  the  fact 
that  the  nutrition  programs  bring  Federal  tax  dollars  and  jobs  to 
local  communities  and  while  this  funding  is  designed  to  provide  nu- 
trition to  vulnerable  groups,  it  has  significant  impact  on  local 
economies  as  well. 

And  fourth  we  said  that  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture 
should  have  one  person  whose  clear  priority  is  to  oversee  domestic 
food  assistance  programs  and  human  nutrition  and  that  this  posi- 
tion should  be,  we  said,  at  a  minimum,  at  the  level  of  Assistant 
Secretary. 

And  finally  we  made  a  number  of  policy  recommendations  that 
we  felt  would  be  more  possible  to  achieve  if  there  were  an  in- 


436 

creased  focus  on  food  and  nutrition  programs  within  the  Depart- 
ment. 

One  of  these  recommendations  has  already  been  achieved.  The 
passage  of  the  Leland  Food  Stamp  Legislation,  thanks  to  leader- 
ship provided  by  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  and  Secretary 
Espy.  Now,  the  task  is  to  implement  this  legislation  in  a  way  that 
achieves  its  goals,  a  task  gaining  higher  priority  at  the  Department 
with  the  proposed  change  in  the  status  of  the  food  programs. 

We  believe  that  much  good  could  come  from  the  proposed  ele- 
vation of  food  programs  to  Under  Secretary  status.  I  would  like  to 
give  you  some  examples  of  important  achievements  that  we  think 
would  be  more  likely  to  occur  with  this  change. 

In  our  letter  to  the  transition  team,  we  urged  broadening  the 
awareness  of  and  the  access  to  underutilized  programs  such  as  the 
school  breakfast  program,  the  summer  food  program,  and  the  child 
and  adult  care  program.  We  think  that  increased  emphasis  on  food 
programs  at  the  Department  can  mean  expansion  of  these  three 
very  important  child  nutrition  programs  to  low-income  children. 

We  think  it  would  also  mean  increased  attention  to  problems 
with  the  school  lunch  program. 

We  also  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  assure  benefits  for  all 
who  were  eligible  for  the  WIC  program.  We  think  that  there  is  a 
better  chance  of  achieving  this  goal  with  the  proposed  change. 

In  previous  administrations,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
been  reluctant  to  take  the  steps  involved  in  measuring  the  problem 
of  hunger.  We  think  this  issue  could  receive  more  attention  with 
the  proposed  change.  We  also  believe  that  this  change  could  allow 
a  comprehensive  and  in-depth  look  at  how  we  can  best  improve  the 
access  of  our  people  to  useful  information  and  effective  strategies 
for  purchasing  and  preparing  foods  that  meet  their  nutrition  needs 
and  have  a  positive  impact  on  their  health. 

Finally,  we  believe  that  the  change  in  emphasis  that  this  aspect 
of  reorganization  signals  could  mean  a  change  in  the  emphasis  of 
the  Department's  work  on  the  1995  farm  bill,  and  the  food  stamp 
program  reauthorization  that  will  occur  within  that  bill.  We  think 
that  it  could  mean  that  new  and  increased  attention  will  be  paid 
in  the  farm  bill  on  the  nutritional  status  of  Americans. 

In  summary,  we  at  FRAC  believe  that  the  proposed  movement  of 
food  and  nutrition  programs  to  the  Under  Secretary  level  signals 
a  strong  commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Department  to  do  every- 
thing in  its  power  to  ensure  that  all  people  in  this  Nation,  whether 
rich  or  poor,  have  access  to  a  nutritionally  adequate  and  healthful 
diet  through  the  Department's  programs  and  policies. 

Thanks  again  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Parker  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.! 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Dr.  Nipp,  you  are  accompanying  Dr.  Foil? 

Mr.  NiPP.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Dr.  Foil,  what  is  the  long-term  threat,  as  you  see 
it,  to  the  land-grant  universities  under  the  reorganization  plan  out- 
lined in  H.R.  3171? 

Mr.  Foil.  We  thought  a  long  time  before  determining  it,  and  we 
looked  back  on  history  a  little  bit.  Prior  to  1961,  from  about  1935 
to  1961,  the  activities  of  the  experiment  stations  were  subsumed 
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under  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  as  an  office  of  experiment 
stations. 

There  was  ample  evidence,  and  it  has  been  recorded  in  the  his- 
tory books,  at  times  when  there  was  a  critical  decision  to  be  made 
and  the  wishes  of  and  the  input  from  the  decentralized  system  did 
not  get  focused  here  in  this  town  in  a  way  that  perhaps  it  would 
have  had  there  been  a  little  bit  more  distinct  and  visible  entity 
within  the  Department. 

It  has  been  our  fear  that  when  the  choice  has  to  be  made  wheth- 
er to  allocate  a  task  to  a  Federal  employee  or  to  accomplishing  it 
through  a  decentralized  partnership  arrangement,  that  all  too  often 
the  decision  will  be  made  to  go  with  the  Federal  employee.  That 
has  been  what  we  have  observed  over  the  past. 

It  is  not  to  say  that  we  wouldn't  seek  to  find  every  way  to  work 
within  that  box  if  we  stay  within  that  box.  But  we  do  believe  that 
since  the  majority  of  the  resources  in  the  science  and  education 
system  are  provided  by  the  States  and  the  counties,  and  provided 
to  us  to  leverage  with  the  Federal  funds,  that  we  can  be  more  pro- 
ductive, more  responsive,  than  we  would  as  part  of  a  centralized 
planning  system. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  As  I  understand  your  recommendation,  Dr.  Foil, 
it  is  that  you  would  suggest  that  the  title  of  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Research  and  Economics  be  changed  to  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Research,  Education,  and  Economics? 

Mr.  Foil.  Either  that  or  research,  extension,  and  economics. 
There  is  a  little  concern  about  the  education  portion  of  it. 

We  do  not  want  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  human  capital 
needs,  through  a  whole  raft  of  programs  and  particularly  those  at 
the  colleges  of  1890,  are  administered  currently  by  the  higher  edu- 
cation branch  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service. 

We  would  like  to  have  education,  which  includes  Extension  edu- 
cation, as  the  identifier. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  And  then  you  propose  two  subgroups  or 
subagencies  under  that.  One  would  be  CSRS  and  Extension? 

Mr.  Foil.  We  would  propose — ^they  are  currently  proposed  to 
have  three.  They  have  ARES,  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Edu- 
cation Service;  they  have  the  Agricultural  Economic  Service;  and 
the  National  Agricultural  Statistic  Service. 

We  would  propose  that  CSRS  and  ES  be  placed  as  a  single  agen- 
cy, the  Cooperative  Research  and  Extension  Service.  And  we  would 
be  perfectly  pleased  if  that  was  all  that  was  done. 

However,  if  there  is  a  need  to  reduce  the  number  of  agencies  to 
three,  we  would  ask  that  they  consider  other  combinations,  since 
as  we  see  it,  the  Economic  Research  Service  is  much  more  compat- 
ible with  Agricultural  Research  Service  than  we  would  be,  or 
maybe  the  Economics  and  Statistics  Services  could  be  combined,  as 
it  used  to  be,  but  are  now  separated,  I  am  sure,  for  some  good  rea- 
son. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Ms.  Parker,  how  do  you  envision,  in  the  nutrition 
and  consumer  mission  of  the  Department,  research  and  education 
proceeding? 

Ms.  Parker.  I  think  that  what  we  would  hope  in  terms  of  re- 
search and  education  is  that  an  in-depth  and  comprehensive  look 
be  taken  at  nutrition  education  in  this  country. 
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And  to  elaborate  more,  what  I  mean  is  that  anyone  who  has  pre- 
pared food  for  families  or  even  for  themselves  knows  that  preparing 
food  and  purchasing  it  is  a  very  complex  process,  from  the  time 
that  you  leave  your  door,  decide  how  much  money  you  are  going 
to  spend,  where  you  go,  do  you  have  enough  money,  what  you  will 
purchase,  how  you  will  prepare  it. 

And  if  we  want  to  affect  that  process  through  education,  we  are 
going  to  have  to  be  pretty  sophisticated.  It  is  not  just  a  matter  of 
a  brochure  or  a  public  service  announcement.  We  have  to  look  at 
a  comprehensive  national  media  strategy,  probably,  but  also  we 
have  to  look  at  community-based  efforts  where  people  within  a 
community  look  at  access  to  food  through  the  grocery  stores,  are 
the  foods  available  that  we  are  telling  people  that  they  should  be 
eating,  and  do  the  people  have  sufficient  resources  to  purchase  a 
healthful  diet,  and  what  the  educational  needs  of  each  community 
are. 

People  of  this  country  are  not  all  the  same  in  what  they  eat  and 
what  they  purchase,  and  we  have  to  be  very  community-based  in 
the  way  that  we  approach  education.  That  means  that  when  we 
talk  about  education,  we  have  to  be  a  lot  more  sophisticated  and 
in-depth  than  we  have  in  the  past  in  looking  at  nutrition  education. 

And  in  the  area  of  research,  we  need  research  to  find  out  how 
well  we  are  doing.  We  don't  want  to  waste  limited  resources  on  nu- 
trition education  efforts  that  don't  have  much  impact  and  don't 
help  people.  That  in  a  nutshell  is  how  I  would  respond. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  You  say  we  need  research  to  see  how  well  we  are 
doing. 

Ms.  Parker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  What  about  research  to  find  out  what  we  do,  be- 
fore we  do  it,  so  we  can  gauge  how  we  are  doing? 

Ms.  Parker.  You  mean,  research  on  what  we  should  be  telling 
people? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Before  we  tell  them. 

Ms.  Parker.  Yes,  I  absolutely  agree  with  you  there  as  well. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  For  both  of  you,  a  question,  and  I  will  direct  it 
to  Dr.  Foil  first. 

Under  your  proposal  to  create  two  agencies,  you  said  once  you 
get  past  your  recommendation,  what  we  decide  to  do  on  the  others 
is  up  to  them,  and  to  us.  But  describe  how  you  would  provide  for 
coordination  of  agency  programs  across  agency  lines. 

Mr.  Foil.  Very  good  question  and  one  that  we  are  committed  to. 

I  mentioned  in  my  testimony  a  creation  of  a  board  of  directors 
arrangement  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  with  the  administra- 
tors of  the  three  or  four  agencies  that  would  be  under  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Science,  Education,  and  Economics. 

We  feel  that  that  board  of  directors  approach  needs  to  go  beyond 
the  normal  requirements  of  administrative  management  and  be  a 
condition  of  employment  that  the  administrators  would  be  first 
measured  on  how  they  coordinated  across  and  amongst  themselves. 

This  could  be,  and  we  think  should  be,  extended  to  all  the  other 
Assistant  and  Under  Secretaries  as  well,  because  science  and  edu- 
cation underlies  the  entirety  of  the  USDA. 

The  USDA  has  been  a  science-based  organization  since  its  incep- 
tion. And  we  would  strongly  support  making  a  condition  of  employ- 
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ment  of  the  administrators  of  the  agencies  that  they  be  given  re- 
sponsibility not  only  for  the  direct  control  of  the  people  who  report 
to  them,  but  responsibility  for  coordinating  with  each  other  and  en- 
couraging cross-agency  cooperation,  not  just  within  science  and 
education,  but  over  to  the  nutrition  and  education  service,  and  ob- 
viously, the  Farm  Service  Agency  and  the  Resource  Conservation 
Agency  as  well.  That  is  an  area  that  we  see  a  very  dramatic  need 
for. 

And  we  would  suggest  that  it  be  made  a  major  part  of  the  job 
responsibilities  and  descriptions  of  the  top  management  of  the  De- 
partment. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Ms.  Parker,  would  you  add  an3rthing  regarding 
the  cross-agency  cooperation  between  the  Nutrition  Research  and 
Education  Service  and  the  Cooperative  State  Research  and  Exten- 
sion Service? 

Ms.  Parker.  Well,  the  one  area  that  I  would  speak  to  is  the  Ex- 
tension Service  portion.  I  think  that  there  is  an  untapped  partner- 
ship— potential  partnership  there  because  the  Extension  Service 
has  such  a  network  of  agencies  and  individuals  across  the  country 
who  are  experts  on  community  organization  and  community  re- 
sources. 

And  that  network  could  be  put  to  extraordinary  use,  I  think,  to 
do  the  kind  of  community-based  education  on  nutrition  that  I  was 
talking  about.  I  think  there  is  a  lot  more  room  for  partnerships 
there. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Dr.  Foil,  would  your  proposal  cost  more  to  ad- 
minister than  the  one  outlined  by  USDA? 

Mr.  Foil.  We  do  not  think  so.  We  know  that  if  it  is  not  an  accom- 
plished fact,  certainly  a  commitment  has  been  made  to  consolidate 
administrative  functions  at  Assistant  Secretary  level.  We  think 
that  the  number  of  employees  required  would  be  no  more.  We  can 
even  see  some  opportunities  for  consolidation. 

There  would  be,  assuming  that  other  arrangements  were  made, 
no  more  Administrators  than  there  would  be  under  the  current 
structure.  So  we  don't  believe  it  would  cost  a  bit  more  and  perhaps 
might  even  save  money. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  had  a  witness  earlier  today — and  it  has  been 
referred  to  by  others  from  time  to  time — ^who  said  that  in  our  cur- 
rent structure,  we  have  unnecessary  layers  of  middle  management. 

Would  you  offer  any  suggestions  on  how  we  might  eliminate 
some  of  this  unnecessary  middle  management,  and  have  you  seen 
this  in  the  areas  in  which  you  operate? 

Mr.  Foil.  It  is  not  as  pronounced  in  the  agencies  with  which  we 
deal  because  they  are  relatively  small  agencies  and  there  is  not  a 
layering  of  administration  there. 

It  is  current  throughout  the  Grovemment  to  find  ways — and  the 
private  sector  for  that  matter — ^to  find  ways  to  become  flatter  in  the 
organizational  chart.  And  I  think  from  what  I  have  heard,  the  di- 
rection that  the  administration  and  the  Congress  is  going  to  in  fact 
require  of  the  Departments  of  Grovemment  performance  evaluation 
and  an  accountability  for  the  performance  of  the  employees  is  the 
best  thing  that  can  be  done  there. 

And  I  really  admire  the  directions  of  the  reorganization  effort 
govemmentwide,  which  has  been  to  move  lower  in  the  organiza- 
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tional  chart — the  opportunity  to  make  decisions.  And  I  think  that 
will  work.  We  have  seen  it  work  in  our  system. 

It  sometimes  gives  those  of  us  that  are  held  accountable  a  little 
bit  of  heartburn  because  we  are  not  sure  that  county  agent  out 
there  in  the  Mississippi  River  Delta  is  really  making  the  right  deci- 
sions, but  by  and  large,  they  have  made  better  decisions  than  we 
would  have  made. 

So  I  think  moving  the  decisionmaking  as  low  as  possible  in  the 
structure  is  the  best  thing  to  do  to  get  rid  of  middle  management. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Dr.  Foil,  some  of  the  rest  of  us  worry  about  that 
Mississippi  county  agent  too,  but  we  don't  have  the  same  concern 
with  the  Texas  county  agent. 

We  have  other  testimony;  Dr.  Laura  Sims,  professor  of  nutrition, 
University  of  Maryland,  was  to  be  here.  She  has  the  flu.  But  I 
want  her  statement  inserted  into  the  record  at  the  proper  place. 

She  is  very  strongly  in  favor  of  the  promotion  of  nutrition  in 
USDA  as  a  way  of  keeping  health  care  costs  from  escalating.  And 
I  think  most  of  us  in  production  agriculture  recognize  that,  with 
the  increased  emphasis  on  health  care  reform,  nutrition  plays  a 
vital  role. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Sims  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Predominantly,  though,  my  concern  is  for  all  en- 
tities to  ascertain  what  role  research  plays  in  public  policy.  I  know 
one  of  the  concerns  on  the  producing  side  has  been  that  far  too 
many  "consumer  representatives"  tend  to  disregard  certain  re- 
search, or  emphasize  certain  other  research,  without  it  being  a  con- 
sensus position. 

And  both  of  you  have  testified  very  adequately,  I  think,  on  the 
need  of  an  Assistant  Secretary,  or  an  Under  Secretary,  to  have  that 
communication  across  agency  lines,  recognizing  that  is  the  only 
way  that  we  can  properly  address  the  questions  of  nutrition,  of  re- 
search, of  education,  et  cetera. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  hope  we  can  avoid  is  micromanaging 
through  legislation.  One  of  the  worst  mistakes  the  Congress  makes 
is  when  we  try  to  dot  every  t  and — dot  every  i  and  cross  every  t. 
I  think  I  said  it  right  the  first  time.  What  we  do  is  dot  every  t  and 
cross  every  i. 

But  we  thank  you  for  your  testimony  today.  We  welcome  your 
continued  input  through  the  markup  process,  and  more  impor- 
tantly, through  the  implementation  process. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

We  call  panel  4.  Mr.  Vap,  Mr.  Berg,  and  Mr.  Grossi. 

First,  we  will  hear  from  Mr.  Gerald  Vap,  vice  president.  National 
Association  of  Conservation  Districts. 

STATEMENT  OF  GERALD  VAP,  VICE  PRESmENT,  NATIONAL  AS- 
SOCIATION OF  CONSERVATION  DISTRICTS,  ALSO  ON  BE- 
HALF OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  CON- 
SERVATION AGENCIES 

Mr.  Vap.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  G«rald  Vap,  I  am  vice  president  of  the  National  Association 
of  Conservation  Districts.  I  am  also  the  chairman  of  my  local  con- 
servation district  board. 
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I  am  here  today  to  represent  NACD  and  NASCA.  NACD,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Conservation  Districts,  represents  nearly 
3,000  local  conservation  districts  across  the  Nation,  and  NASCA  is 
the  National  Association  of  State  Conservation  Agencies  which  rep- 
resents 54  State  conservation  agencies  across  the  Nation  and  the 
territories  of  the  country. 

NACD  and  NASCA  fully  support  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  to 
make  its  operations  more  efficient  and  more  cost  effective.  We  con- 
gratulate Secretary  Espy  on  his  reorganization  efforts  thus  far.  To 
date,  these  efforts  have  focused  primarily  on  reorganizing  the 
USDA  national  headquarters  in  Washington. 

USDA  State  and  local  partners  believe  that  reorganization  must 
elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  environmental  programs 
within  the  Department  as  the  Secretary  has  proposed.  This  can 
best  be  accomplished  through  the  creation  of  a  new  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service  whose  mission  is  focused  exclusively 
on  natural  resource  management  issues. 

We  strongly  support  the  integration  of  all  technical  assistance  in 
conservation  cost-share  programs  within  the  new  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service.  By  having  one  agency  manage  con- 
servation financial  incentives,  resource  assessment,  and  technical 
assistance  programs,  we  are  convinced  that  conservation  assistance 
can  be  delivered  more  efficiently  and  more  effectively. 

From  a  customer  service  standpoint,  we  are  also  convinced  that 
this  arrangement  will  be  far  superior  to  the  current  system.  As  we 
move  toward  managing  natural  resources  on  an  ecosystem  basis, 
this  combination  will  enhance  our  ability  to  develop  and  implement 
comprehensive  natural  resources  management  plans. 

Concerning  the  field  office  reorganization,  we  agree  that  the  cre- 
ation of  the  USDA  service  centers  provides  a  number  of  benefits, 
such  as  the  efficiency  and  cost  savings  of  collocation  and  shared  re- 
sources, shared  computers,  and  shared  information. 

We  agree  that  the  convenience  of  one-stop  shopping  for  our  cus- 
tomers is  necessary.  We  are  concerned,  however,  that  because  some 
of  the  criteria  used  basically  looks  at  production  agriculture  as  the 
need  for  a  service  center,  we  believe  that  there  are  more  natural 
resources  concerns  out  there  in  the  countryside  than  just  produc- 
tion agriculture. 

We  believe  that  there  are  concerns  for  urban  conservation,  for 
rangeland  and  pasture  conservation,  for  wetlands  and  conservation 
at  this  time  deserves  some  representation  in  the  form  of  the  natu- 
ral resources  conservation,  the  agency  having  a  presence  in  those 
areas  where  production  agriculture  is  not  represented. 

There  are  still  many  unanswered  questions  about  the  details  for 
closing  field  offices  and  opening  service  centers.  For  this  plan  to 
work  the  following  components,  we  believe,  must  be  included: 

USDA's  natur^  resources  agency  must  maintain  an  adequate 
level  of  service  in  areas  where  there  is  conservation  work  to  be 
done,  regardless  of  whether  a  service  center  is  located  there.  Reor- 
ganization must  result  in  a  major  redirection  of  additional  USDA 
resources  to  the  field  level  for  USDA's  customers. 

And  as  USDA  moved  ahead  to  implement  this  plan,  it  must  en- 
sure that  the  local  conservation  districts.  State  conservation  agen- 
cies, and  other  stakeholders  are  part  of  the  process.  To  accomplish 
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this  USDA  State  and  local  partners  should  be  at  the  table  when 
the  State  food  and  agricultural  councils  meet  to  work  out  the  plans 
for  their  individual  States. 

If  these  concerns  are  addressed,  we  are  optimistic  that  the  Sec- 
retary's reorganization  effort  will  result  in  a  streamlined  customer- 
focused  delivery  system  of  technical  and  financial  assistance  to 
landowners  and  land  users  that  will  provide  better  service  to  more 
customers. 

We  are  all  prepared  to  assist  in  this  effort. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Vap  appears  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Norman  Berg,  Washington  representative, 
Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society. 

STATEMENT  OF  NORMAN  A.  BERG,  WASHINGTON  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE, SOIL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  SOCIETY 

Mr.  Berg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Norm  Berg,  as  you  know,  I  had 
a  40-year  USDA  career  as  a  conservationist,  but  today  I  represent 
the  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society.  We  are  a  private,  not-for- 
profit,  scientific  organization. 

We  have  members  not  only  in  our  country,  but  in  Canada  and 
90  other  nations  around  the  world.  We  are  a  multidisciplined  mem- 
bership organization  and  have  long  advocated  the  wise  use  of  soil, 
water,  and  related  natural  resources.  We  appreciate  the  oppor- 
tunity to  present  our  views  regarding  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture Reorganization  Act  of  1993.  H.R.  3171  introduced  on  Sep- 
tember 29,  1993  by  the  chairman  of  this  committee  for  himself  and 
17  other  Members,  all  by  request,  appears  to  be  the  draft  legisla- 
tive proposal  sent  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

In  that  draft,  there  is  a  very  important  statement  in  the  letter 
that  came  up.  It  says  "would  restate  the  provisions  of  Reorganiza- 
tion Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  to  affirm  the  principle  that  all  authorities 
conferred  upon  this  Department  by  law  are  conferred  directly  upon 
the  Secretary  and  not  upon  subordinate  officers  or  agencies." 

That  is,  of  course,  a  very  broad  and  sweeping  declaration.  We  are 
concerned  primarily  and  limited  our  testimony  to  the  title  IV,  sec- 
tion VI  401  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 

We  are  familiar,  and  will  support  and  endorse  title  I,  section  102, 
the  Farm  Service  Agency.  We  have  many  members  of  our  society 
that  are  also  engaged  in  research,  economics,  and  education.  We 
would  be  concerned  and  defer  to  the  experts  in  those  areas  as  to 
how  that  should  be  managed. 

Most  of  our  members  are  employees  of  the  agencies  concerned. 
They  are  products  of  land-grant  universities  and  depend  heavily 
upon  the  research  capability  of  the  research  agencies. 

What  we  see  here  in  the  way  of  reorganization  proposals  is  far 
better  than  what  I  saw  20  years  ago  in  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture when  there  was  a  proposal  from  a  previous  President  to 
completely  eliminate  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Obviously  Congress  did  not  introduce  that  legislation  and  we  are 
back  to  square  one  in  terms  of  how  it  should  be  structured  for  the 
future.  We  have  attached  to  my  prepared  statement,  a  letter  to  the 
committees  of  Congress. 
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Our  society  applauds  the  Secretary's  effort  to  reorganize  USDA 
as  a  means  of  creating  a  more  customer  friendly  and  economically 
efficient  Department. 

I  attended  the  early  hearings  of  your  subcommittee  this  year 
when  three  former  Secretaries  of  Agriculture,  while  stating  that 
over  many  years  the  USDA  has  been  one  of  our  Nation's  more  ef- 
fective Government  institutions,  felt  that  every  element  of  Govern- 
ment ought  to  be  scrutinized  periodically  to  assure  efficiency  and 
relevancy  in  both  organization  and  operation. 

We  are  much  more  pleased  with  this  proposal  than  that  in  the 
early  budget  proposal  for  fiscal  1994,  where  they  were  suggesting 
the  combination  of  several  agencies  into  what  was  then  labeled  as 
a  Farm  Service  Agency. 

It  seemed  to  be  driven  primarily  by  reductions  in  personnel  and 
savings  in  dollars  over  a  long  period,  but  very  substantial  in  terms 
of  those  reductions. 

We  have  also  attached  six  principles  adopted  by  our  society.  This 
was  done  last  spring  after  we  saw  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  pro- 
posal. As  you  will  note  the  administration's  new  proposal  conforms 
closely  with  what  we  recommended  in  these  six  principles.  The  Sec- 
retary has  stated  to  a  large  group  in  Fort  Worth,  Texas,  within  the 
last  couple  of  months:  "The  essence  of  change  is  not  to  throw  away 
the  good  things  we  are  doing  just  for  the  sake  of  change." 

We  strongly  support  a  mission  that  dedicates  more  activities  in 
the  Department  to  conservation  and  environmental  activities 
through  the  creation  of  a  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 

This  combination  of  SOS  and  the  several  cost-sharing  programs 
of  the  current  ASCS  would  be,  we  think,  an  idea  whose  time  has 
come.  It  would  give  the  Assistant  Secretary  over  that  new  agency 
a  full  range  of  policy  and  program  tools  needed  to  carry  out  the 
broad  mandate  needed  to  work  with  all  land  users,  keeping  agricul- 
tural, soil  and  water  conservation  problems  to  a  minimum,  as  well 
as,  addressing  the  needs  of  other  land  users. 

USDA  needs  to  be  organized,  in  a  broad  way,  in  a  more  coordi- 
nated and  effective  manner.  We  support  the  authorization  for  the 
Secretary  to  form  a  Farm  Service  Agency.  And  we  believe  it  is 
timely  to  improve  USDA  services  to  all  clients. 

As  stated  by  Chairman  Leahy  at  their  hearing  just  a  week  ago 
today,  "If  restructuring  of  USDA  is  done  properly,  it  will  mean  bet- 
ter service  for  all  who  rely  on  USDA.  The  aim  is  to  improve 
USDA." 

He  stated  he  is  committed  to  the  reorganization  of  the  Depart- 
ment and  that  seemed  to  be  the  sentiment  of  most  of  the  members 
of  that  committee.  The  general  public  believes  that  the  present 
USDA  needs  right-sizing.  We  commend  the  recent  suggestion  by 
the  Secretary  that  he  feels  it  is  prudent  to  proceed  with  implemen- 
tation of  the  field  service  centers  only  after  legislation  necessary  for 
realignment  of  missions  and  reorganization  of  the  Washington 
headquarters  is  adopted.  Providing  for  one-stop  shopping  has  been 
an  objective  of  USDA  for  many  years  and  is  in  place  in  many  parts 
of  the  country. 

However,  the  concern  in  the  delivery  network  about  the  impact 
of  streamlining  and  reinventing  (government  and  the  impact  on  the 
lives  of  those  in  the  Department  is  real.  We  are  confident  that  over 
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a  long-term  timeframe,  coupled  with  the  dedication  of  these  public 
servants  and  their  ability  to  do  new  things  as  demonstrated  by  the 
work  over  the  past  years  on  the  1985  Food  Security  Act  conserva- 
tion provisions  and  more  recent  responses  to  the  disasters  in  the 
Midwest,  will  provide  USDA  with  a  very  effective  delivery  system. 

Proposals  for  change  that  alter  the  status  quo  of  course  often 
make  people  uneasy,  but  resource  conservationists  should  look  at 
these  proposals  as  opportunities  to  enhance  their  influence.  This 
will  require  collocation  of  the  key  agencies,  common  support  serv- 
ices to  properly  service  USDA  clients  and  there  should  be  detailed 
written  agreements  by  each  field  based  agency  as  to  the  proper  role 
of  each. 

We  do  support  a  viable  research  program  coupled  with  effective 
technology  transfer  capability  as  an  official  component  of  any  re- 
structuring. 

The  non-Federal  activities  of  the  present  Cooperative  Extension 
and  Research  Services  would  need  careful,  thoughtful  implementa- 
tion. We  support  as  drafted  an  Agricultural  Economic  Service  and 
keeping  the  Agricultural  Statistical  Service  separate. 

We  support  one  USDA  agency  with  the  responsibility  for  USDA 
conservation  programs  except  those  administered  by  the  U.S.  For- 
est Service.  The  new  SCS  will  be  strongly  supported  by  those  who 
know  SCS  work.  The  conservation  and  environmental  issues  that 
loom  ahead  as  Congress  reauthorizes  the  next  farm  bill,  a  host  of 
other  demanding  activities,  including  reauthorization  of  the  Clean 
Water  Act,  will  be  best  met  with  a  new  USDA  in  place  and  func- 
tioning. 

The  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society  membership  includes 
many  disciplines,  all  conservationists  in  the  broadest  sense  of  the 
word.  They  will  monitor  the  results  of  this  legislation  as  most  will 
be  impacted  at  some  time  or  another. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Berg  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Next  is  Mr.  Ralph  Grossi,  president  of  American 
Farmland  Trust. 

STATEMENT  OF  RALPH  E.  GROSSI,  PRESmENT,  AMERICAN 
FARMLAND  TRUST 

Mr.  Grossi.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  Ralph  Grossi,  president  of  the  American  Farmland  Trust. 
AFT  is  a  national  conservation  organization  with  nearly  20,000 
members  and  supporters  nationwide.  It  is  devoted  to  protecting  the 
Nation's  best  farrnland  from  unnecessary  development  and  to  pro- 
moting sustainable  farming  systems  that  are  profitable,  practical, 
and  environmentally  sensitive.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
come  before  you  today. 

As  a  third-generation  farmer,  I  have  some  practical  experience 
with  USDA  as  well.  My  family  and  I  have  benefited  from  the  exten- 
sive technical  and  financial  services  available  through  USDA  in  our 
county  in  California.  I  know  firsthand  how  valuable  the  services  of 
our  local  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  staff  can  be.  It  is  important  that 
these  services  remain  available  to  the  farming  community  and  that 
they  be  prepared  to  respond  to  the  new  environmental  challenges 
facing  production  agriculture. 
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Like  it  or  not,  today's  consumers  expect  more  from  the  American 
farmer  than  just  the  production  of  an  abundant,  affordable,  healthy 
food  supply.  Americans  take  this  bounty  for  granted.  In  addition, 
they  expect  the  farmer  to  produce  and  follow  conservation  guide- 
lines. Conservation  of  soil,  watersheds,  wildlife,  prime  farmland, 
wetlands  and  more. 

These  are  products  whose  benefits  accrue  to  the  greater  needs  of 
our  society  and  future  generations  and  not  necessarily  to  the  indi- 
vidual farmer  in  every  case. 

It  is  appropriate  then  that  the  society  that  benefits  from  these 
products  helps  share  in  the  cost  of  producing  them.  To  help  farmers 
meet  society's  new  expectations,  it  is  critical  that  USDA  play  an  ac- 
tive role  in  achieving  conservation  goals. 

AFT  supports  the  administration's  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA. 
We  are  especially  pleased  with  the  emphasis  on  conservation  and 
environmental  protection  in  its  proposed  plan.  Three  features  of 
the  Secretary's  proposal  will  help  institutionalize  the  sustainable 
use  of  agricultural  resources  within  USDA. 

First,  maintaining  the  position  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural 
Resources.  Second,  combining  the  ASCS  conservation  cost-share 
programs  with  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  a  new  Natural  Re- 
sources Conservation  Service,  and  third,  going  forward  with  the  Of- 
fice of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality  as  authorized  by  Con- 
gress. 

The  formation  of  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
should  improve  the  delivery  of  conservation  services  and  reduce  pa- 
perwork and  the  number  of  USDA  personnel  farmers  must  deal 
with.  Along  with  the  Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality, 
it  should  better  enable  USDA  to  help  farmers  respond  to  public 
concern  about  agriculture's  impact  on  the  environment.  Unless 
USDA  is  able  to  fulfill  this  role,  there  is  a  risk  that  some  other 
agency  may  have  to  do  so. 

We  believe  the  proposals  before  you  take  a  positive  step  to  assure 
a  responsive  USDA  is  in  place.  We  also  applaud  the  Secretary's 
proposal  to  combine  ASCS  and  Farmers  Home  Administration  into 
the  Farm  Service  Agency,  providing  farmers  with  a  single  agency 
to  visit  for  commodity  programs,  loans,  and  crop  insurance. 

We  envision  these  two  new  agencies  working  closely  together  as 
coequals  to  help  farmers  meet  society's  needs  for  food  and  a  quality 
environment. 

Collocating  these  two  agencies  is  also  highly  recommended. 
Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  reor- 
ganization of  USDA  should  help  it  respond  to  future  challenges,  not 
just  reflect  its  historical  responsibilities.  Office  closings  and  consoli- 
dation, for  example,  should  be  carefully  weighed  with  this  objective 
in  mind. 

In  particular,  we  urge  Secretary  Espy  and  the  Department  to  pay 
particular  attention  to  the  needs  of  farmers  near  expanding  urban 
areas.  Earlier  this  year,  the  American  Farmland  Trust  released  an 
analysis  of  U.S.  agricultural  and  population  census  data  showing 
that  56  percent  of  all  farm  product  sales  in  the  United  States  come 
from  counties  adjacent  to  metropolitan  areas.  That  includes  79  per- 
cent of  our  dairy  products  and  86  percent  of  our  fruit  and  vegetable 
crops.  Farmers  in  these  areas  must  cope  with  all  the  environmental 
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challenges  of  farmers  elsewhere,  plus  the  ultimate  challenge  of  try- 
ing to  practice  commercial  agriculture  next  door  to  expanding  sub- 
urbs. 

These  farmers  are  agriculture's  ambassador  to  urban  America. 
Their  operations  have  the  greatest  direct  impact  on  the  American 
public  and  they  will  need  special  help  from  USDA  to  sustain  their 
operations  while  protecting  the  environment. 

Again,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  this  afternoon  be- 
fore this  committee,  and  commend  the  committee  and  the  adminis- 
tration for  their  leadership  in  reinventing  USDA. 

I  would  like  to  ask  additional  permission  to  enter,  as  an  attach- 
ment to  my  prepared  statement,  a  letter  that  was  delivered  this 
morning  to  Chairman  (Kika)  de  la  Garza  which  reiterates  many  of 
the  points  made  in  my  testimony,  and  is  signed  by  the  following 
organizations:  The  American  Farmland  Trust,  the  American  For- 
ests, the  Center  for  Rural  Affairs,  the  Henry  Wallace  Institute  for 
Alternative  Agriculture,  the  Izaak  Walton  League,  the  Land  Trust 
Alliance,  the  National  Audubon  Society,  the  Society  for  Range 
Management,  the  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society,  the  Sus- 
tainable Agriculture  Coalition,  and  the  Wildlife  Management  Insti- 
tute. 
Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Grossi  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you.  You  have  each,  I  take  it,  been  here 
today  and  heard  previous  witnesses  expressing  some  concern  about 
the  relationship  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  FSA  at 
the  local  level.  And  I  might  add  that  I  have  heard  this  concern  ex- 
pressed more  than  just  today. 

I  choose  to  ask  you  the  question  this  way:  Mr.  Berg,  in  your  six 
principles  that  you  included  in  the  record,  you  state  as  No.  2,  pro- 
duction adjustment  and  related  loan  programs  should  be  adminis- 
tered separately  from  natural  resource  conservation  programs. 

I  know  of  no  one  that  disagrees  with  that  general  theory  on  the 
production  side.  But,  Mr.  Grossi,  you  stated,  like  it  or  not,  that 
today  consumers  expect  more  from  the  American  farmer  than  just 
production  of  abundant,  affordable,  healthy  food.  That  is  a  very 
truthful,  accurate  statement. 

Therein  lies  our  dilemma,  because  there  is  a  natural  concern  out 
there  by  producers  that  we  are  moving  into  a  more  conservation 
oriented,  environmentally  oriented  society,  and  therefore,  many  of 
the  production  decisions  are  going  to  hinge  on  the  "conservation-en- 
vironmental side  of  the  equation." 

And  so  my  question  comes  to  each  of  the  three  of  you:  Help  me 
to  rationalize  why  the  SCS,  at  least  in  agricultural  areas,  if  not  ev- 
erywhere, should  not  be  a  part  of  the  FSA  rather  than  a  separate 
entity.  Let  me  phrase  it  a  little  more  clearly: 

How  do  you  respond  to  the  concerns  of  earlier  witnesses  that 
H.R.  3171  will  turn  SCS  into  a  regulatory  administrative  agency 
rather  than  an  agency  that  can  help  farmers  identify  and  design 
solutions  to  environmental  problems,  especially  considering  the 
overlap  of  the  farm  service  and  conservation  clients? 
Mr.  Vap. 
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Mr.  Vap.  We  look  at  SCS,  even  under  the  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service,  as  still  the  major  supplier  of  technical  exper- 
tise to  the  farm  community,  to  the  urban  community,  to  rangeland, 
to  the  entire  spectrum  that  is  going  to  be  demanded  across  this  Na- 
tion. 

We  think  that  by  maintaining  a  separate  entity,  they  can  con- 
centrate on  the  development  of  that  criteria  that  are  going  to  be 
demanded  of  the  farm  community  and  everyone  else,  and  they  can 
concentrate  on  developing  the  technical  information,  they  can  con- 
centrate on  the  delivery  of  that  technical  information,  more  so  than 
if  they  get  diluted  down  to  just  being  a  part  of  the  Farm  Service 
Agency. 

We  want  them  to  continue  to  be  a  professional  organization  that 
will  continue  to  supply  that  type  and  that  level  of  expertise.  We 
think  that  it  is  imperative  that  they  be  collocated  with  the  Farm 
Service  Agency,  but  yet  when  it  comes  to  sharing  information,  it 
shouldn't  be  any  major  problem  to  transfer  through  the  computer, 
in  this  day  and  age,  any  information  that  SCS  may  need  about  a 
farm  commodity  crop  that  is  being  raised  by  a  producer  and  match 
that  up  with  his  farm  plan  for  conservation  and  come  up  with  a 
proper  recommendation  that  he  can  use  to  make  wise  decisions  on 
how  he  should  continue  his  operation. 

I  am  not  sure  I  have  answered  everything  that  you  wanted. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Berg. 

Mr.  Berg.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  very  challenging  quest  that 
we  have  here  when  we  are  talking  about  how  organizations  should 
perform  both  at  the  Federal  and  non-Federal  level. 

In  my  experience,  we  have  never  had  the  ASCS  activities  and  the 
SCS  under  the  same  Assistant  Secretary  in  USDA.  But  at  the  field 
level,  the  linkage  of  agency  people  working  with  all  land  and  water 
users,  whether  they  are  engaged  in  production  agriculture  or  what- 
ever, has  been  very  well  done. 

It  has  been  done  primarily  because  each  agency  has  very  clearly 
recognized  what  their  responsibilities  are,  spelled  out  by  law,  and 
the  appropriations  process,  and  heavily  directed  by  the  fact  that  at 
least  80  percent  of  the  SCS  offices  are  collocated  with  ASCS  wher- 
ever they  are  in  that  particular  county. 

I  happen  to  be  in  a  county  in  Maryland,  and  I  am  a  member  of 
a  conservation  district  board,  where  the  farmers  of  my  county  have 
to  go  over  to  another  county  to  be  serviced  by  ASCS,  and  they  have 
to  go  several  counties  away  to  be  serviced  by  Farmers  Home.  The 
small  watershed  activities,  the  rural  development  activities  of  the 
resource  conservation  and  development  projects,  the  concern  about 
water  activities  related  to  efficiency  of  irrigation  and  salinity  prob- 
lems in  the  West  are  not  commodity  programs. 

I  think,  as  I  said  in  my  statement,  that  we  would  have  to  have 
very  carefully  drawn  agreements  about  how  each  agency  would 
perform  to  be  certain  that  an  agency  such  as  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  isn't  viewed  primarily  as  a  soil  or  water  cop. 

That,  to  some  extent,  has  developed  in  regard  to  the  1985  Food 
Security  Act — Conservation  Compliance.  But  working  with  some- 
thing over  1.5  million  conservation  plans  and  implementing  those 
plans  through  a  variety  of  incentives,  it  is  still  the  way  to  go.  We 
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have  joined  with  others  in  evaluating  what  has  been  done.  At  least 
70  percent  of  those  plans  are  on  schedule. 

And  we  think  that  we  can  move  ahead  more  dramatically  in  the 
remaining  year,  except  perhaps  in  the  Midwest  where  they  have 
lost  a  production  year.  So  we  think  it  will  work,  but  we  have  to 
separate,  I  think,  what  will  be  done  as  to  how  it  will  be  viewed  in 
this  town  to  relate  to  EPA  and  other  environmental  concerns 
around  the  Nation,  and  how  we  deliver  at  the  field  level. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Grossi. 

Mr.  Grossi.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  come  at  that  question  from  a 
little  different  angle.  I  think  one  response  to  your  question  is  that 
we  ought  to  take  a  look  back  at  the  experiences  of  the  last  7  or  8 
years  when  we  have  had  remarkable  growth  in  the  number  of  con- 
servation programs  and  their  impact  on  American  farmers,  and 
learn  some  lessons  from  how  those  develop. 

There  really  are  two  stages  from  a  farmer's  viewpoint  of  new  pro- 
grams. The  first  stage  being  the  development  of  rules  and  regula- 
tions at  the  administrative  level  and  the  second,  of  course,  the  im- 
plementation side  of  those  programs. 

First,  on  implementation,  I  have  absolutely  no  concern  that  the 
kind  of  cooperation  that  we  have  seen  between  SCS  and  ASCS  over 
the  last  many  decades  can  continue  and  even  be  enhanced  at  the 
local  level.  The  two  agencies  have  worked  well  together,  at  least 
they  have  in  my  county  and  many  other  counties  across  the  coun- 
try. 

There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  this  cooperation  can't  be  even 
greater  than  it  has  been  in  the  past.  The  actual  implementation  of 
the  programs  at  the  local  level  with  shared  information  and  the 
kinds  of  technology  that  we  have  available  today  and  especially 
with  collocating  the  services  really  does  not  concern  us. 

We  do  have  some  very  serious  concerns  though  about  the  devel- 
opment of  these  programs  and  ultimately  their  oversight.  I  think 
in  looking  back  at  the  1990  farm  bill,  let's  take  the  wetlands  re- 
serve program  as  an  example,  over  at  ASCS,  we  had  an  agency 
under  one  Under  Secretary  developing  rules  and  regulations  for  the 
implementation  of  a  major  new  conservation/environmental  pro- 
gram in  many  respects,  shutting  out  other  agencies  in  the  delibera- 
tion process  for  the  development  of  that  program. 

That  is  my  opinion,  but  it  is  an  opinion  that  comes  from  talking 
to  many  people  in  the  Department  in  the  last  few  years.  There 
were  instances  where  high  officials  simply  weren't  even  invited  to 
discuss  the  policy  development  process.  We  have  probably  the  most 
professional  agency  in  Grovemment  in  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
available  to  assist  with  the  development  and  implementation  of 
conservation  programs.  They  should  be  directly  involved. 

The  other  part  of  that  concern  is  that  when  something  goes 
wrong  in  the  field,  is  it  the  conservation  part  of  the  Grovemment 
that  is  dealing  with  those,  or  is  it  a  commodity  agency  that  is  deal- 
ing with  them?  We  think  it  should  be  a  Conservation  Department. 
Finally,  in  terms  of  the  internal  administrative  procedures  here, 
we  are  rapidly  moving  toward  a  concept  of  total  resource  planning 
or  total  ecosystem  planning,  but  some  kind  of  comprehensive  plan- 
ning on  the  farm. 
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Again,  it  seems  inappropriate  to  have  different  agencies  working 
with  individual  programs  that  might  affect  one  farmer.  Let's  com- 
bine those  environmental  and  conservation  programs  under  one 
agency  so  we  can  move  toward  the  kind  of  comprehensive  pl£inning 
we  ultimately  need. 

And  ultimately,  we  need  to  find  a  way  to  share  the  cost  of  provid- 
ing these  benefits,  these  conservation  products  on  the  farm  with 
one  agency  coordinating  that  planning  effort.  Then  I  think  we  can 
do  a  better  job  of  helping  share  the  burden  of  implementing  con- 
servation. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  a  state- 
ment, and  then  I  would  like  to  hear  your  reaction,  rather  than  ask 
you  a  question. 

Let  me  take  the  other  side  of  this  whole  issue  of  SCS  and  the 
Farm  Service  Agency  to  suggest  that  we  already  have  outspoken 
advocates  for  conservation  in  this  Government.  That  is  quite  obvi- 
ous, in  different  agencies. 

Where  I  come  from,  the  SCS  is  looked  upon,  Mr.  Berg,  as  the  cop; 
and  the  ASCS  is  looked  upon  as  the  friendly  person  to  the  farmer 
or  rancher.  And  maybe  that  is  partly  because  of  the  duties  assigned 
to  each  agency. 

But  if  we  don't  include  SCS  in  the  Farm  Service  Agency,  then 
we  give  elevated  support,  I  think,  to  SCS,  who  is  considered  the 
cop;  and  then,  Mr,  Grossi,  we  give  them  an  additional  burden  of 
being  the  Conservation  Department  and  not  the  Commodity  De- 
partment. Now  that  is  frightening  to  me. 

Why  am  I  wrong? 

Mr.  Berg.  The  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  did,  I  think  for  the  first 
time,  in  a  really  meaningful  way,  try  to  link  conservation  and  com- 
modity policy  at  the  Federal  level;  and  that  required,  of  course,  a 
very  major  shift  in  terms  of  how  the  SCS  dealt  with  their  cus- 
tomers through  the  conservation  districts. 

That  was  still  a  voluntary  program  on  the  part  of  the  farmers 
that  participated  in  the  variety  of  programs  that  were  called,  quote, 
farm  programs.  But  to  qualify  for  those  programs,  they  were  asked 
to  do  one  simple  thing,  and  that  is  to  be  good  stewards,  especially 
on  highly  erodible  land. 

Now,  why  that  land  came  into  production  in  the  first  place  has 
been  a  question.  And  we  had  a  rule  in  place 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Please  understand,  I  am  not  suggesting  we 
eliminate  the  conservation  side  of  any  program  in  the  context  of 
this  discussion.  I  am  suggesting,  why  does  there  have  to  be  a  Con- 
servation Department  within  the  SCS  in  this  case?  Why  can't  it  be 
a  Conservation  Department  and  a  Commodity  Department,  as  you 
are  outlining?  I  agree  with  that. 

But  if  you  elevate  it,  as  Mr.  Grossi  has  indicated,  then  you  have 
an  EPA  inside  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which,  if  the  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  doesn't  speak  for  farmers,  nobody  is  going  to. 
The  EPA  has  no  responsibility. 

Mr.  Grossi.  I  am  a  little  concerned  about  your  view  of  SCS  as 
the  cop  and  the  bad  guy  in  this  scenario. 
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At  least  in  my  community,  the  SCS  technicians  and  personnel 
are  seen  as  assistants,  technicians  who  have  been  very  helpful  on 
a  wide  variety  of  conservation  programs  over  the  years. 

Just  because  compliance  is  in  place,  I  don't  think  we  should  nec- 
essarily be  saying  compliance  is  the  problem  of  SCS  in  terms  of  en- 
forcement. It  is  all  of  USDA  and  all  of  Government  who  must  make 
sure  that  these  programs  are  properly  implemented. 

Our  concern  is  that  somehow  down  the  road  we  have  to  find  a 
way — and  we  have  moved  in  some  small  steps  in  this  direction — 
to  share  the  burden  of  environmental  protection  and  conservation 
on  private  lands  between  the  landowner  and  the  taxpayer.  We  can- 
not heap  all  of  the  burden  on  the  individual  landowner.  That  is  a 
regulatory  process  that  simply  cannot  be  shouldered  by  individual 
family  farms  entirely.  There  has  to  be  a  way  of  sharing  that  cost. 

Programs  like  the  conservation  reserve  and  wetlands  reserve  pro- 
grams are  steps  in  that  direction.  The  old  ACP  program  is  a  nice 
cost-sharing  program.  We  need  more.  We  need  to  expand  them.  But 
in  order  to  do  that,  we  are  going  to  have  to  instill  confidence  in  the 
public  that  there  is  one  agency  running  the  conservation  environ- 
mental programs  with  the  Agriculture  Department  overseeing 
them  and  making  sure  they  are  implemented  properly. 

The  impression  that  the  commodity  agencies  are  running  the 
conservation  programs  is  not  a  very  positive  image  outside  the  De- 
partment. The  professionalism  of  SCS  has  the  potential  in  its  ele- 
vation to  this  higher  level  of  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Serv- 
ice of  rebuilding  public  confidence  in  the  institution  of  USDA. 

By  combining  these  functions  within  one  agency  and  giving  au- 
thority to  that  agency,  I  think  we  take  a  large  step  toward  gaining 
the  confidence  of  the  pubhc,  which  will  be  necessary  to  get  the  fi- 
nancial commitments  to  help  share  the  cost  of  environmental  pro- 
tection down  on  the  farm. 

Mr.  Vap.  We  view  SCS  not  as  a  cop.  We  still  view  them  as  a 
technical  agency.  When  a  conservation  compliance  plan  is  signed 
by  the  producer,  they  agree  to  do  certain  things  in  order  to  get 
USDA  benefits. 

If  they  don't  do  those  things,  SCS  makes  a  technical  decision  as 
to  whether  they  are  applying  their  conservation  plan  as  prescribed 
and  as  they  said  they  would.  There  is  no  SCS  technician,  district 
conservationist  or  anybody,  who  will  ever  put  anybody  out  of  com- 
pliance. Only  one  person  can  put  an  operators  out  of  compliance, 
and  that  is  the  operators  themselves. 

SCS  can  find,  in  a  technical  manner,  that  they  are  either  in  or 
out  of  compliance.  And  then  it  is  up  to  ASCS  to  determine  whether 
that  is  a  proper  judgment  or  not.  And  then  you  go  on  through  the 
appeals  process,  which,  by  the  way,  hasn't  worked  real  good  at  this 
point  in  time. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Let  me  pursue  this  a  little  bit  further.  My  experi- 
ence, both  in  the  Congress  and  before,  as  a  producer,  is  not  all  that 
much  unlike  what  Mr.  Grossi  said,  and  Mr.  Berg  and  Mr.  Vap, 
with,  I  think,  one  rather  major  exception  that  is  occurring  today. 
That  is  the  definition  of  what  is  needed  for  conservation,  the  defini- 
tion of  what  practices  are  acceptable  for  meeting  the  conservation 
plan  that  the  individual  producer  has  signed  and  agreed  to  do. 
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One  of  the  most  frustrating  things  that  has  occurred  since  1985 
has  been — and  this  is  what  is  bringing  on  the  word  "cop,"  whether 
we  like  to  hear  it  or  not — that  now  you  have  definitions  of  what 
is  needed  and  what  is  not  needed,  what  is  working  and  what  is  not 
working,  and  these  do  not  always  have  what  most  of  us  would  con- 
sider the  proper  local  input. 

The  technical  guides  that  we  go  by  quite  often  are  not  adequate 
to  meet,  in  county  x  versus  county  y,  what  the  needs  are.  That  is 
promoting  this  unrest  and  concern  among  our  producers  now,  if — 
and  I  totally  agree  with  the  direction — we  are  heading  toward  more 
environmental  considerations  with  farm  programs.  Not  less,  more. 
That  is  why  it  really  concerns  me  that  we  get  this  right. 

The  appeals  process,  as  you  say,  is  not  working.  It  is  broken 
today,  and  it  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  am  very  interested  that 
whatever  appeals  process  we  set  up  adequately  addresses  the 
rights  of  the  individual  producers. 

Just  to  digress,  for  a  moment,  one  of  the  reasons  the  suggestion 
of  a  National  Biological  Survey  has  come  under  such  criticism  is 
this  one  concern  about  "definitions"  that  I  am  talking  about  right 
now.  "Individuals"  have  yet  to  be  defined,  as  well  as  what  is  going 
to  or  not  going  to  be  included  in  a  survey,  et  cetera. 

It  bothers  people,  particularly  if  you  are  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty. If  you  are  the  owner  of  that  property,  it  bothers  you  who  is 
going  to  be  determining  definitions,  and  who  is  going  to  be  making 
the  rules,  and  how  they  are  going  to  be  enforced. 

So  that  is  why  I  think  this  area  is  one  of  the  two  or  three  more 
controversial  aspects  of  the  reorganization  plan  before  us,  this  one 
question  right  here.  This  and  the  question  of  where  the  Food  Safety 
and  Inspection  Service  ends  up  probably  are  the  two  most  con- 
troversial aspects  that  this  committee  is  going  to  have  to  deal  with. 

I  have  a  little  problem  with  this,  too.  But,  Mr.  Berg,  you  have 
had  a  lot  of  experience  in  this  area,  a  lot  of  experience  in  conserva- 
tion on  the  ground,  and  with  technical  assistance. 

Mr.  Vap,  you  said,  very  eloquently,  that  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  provides  the  technical  help,  and  I  think  that  is  correct.  I 
am  hearing  from  conservationists  at  home,  though,  that  they  are 
getting  concerned  because  they  see  themselves  being  put  into  a  po- 
liceman's role  more  and  more  than  they  are  comfortable  with.  And 
I  think  it  is  going  to  be  very  critical  that  we  get  this  right — that 
we  get  this  right  as  far  as  how  they  implement  conservation  pro- 
grams. 

I  quote  again,  Dr.  Berg,  your  group,  which  says,  "Production  ad- 
justment and  related  loan  programs  should  be  administered  sepa- 
rately from  natural  resources." 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  a  very  strong  conservation  move- 
ment saying  just  the  opposite.  And  so  the  folks  caught  in  the  mid- 
dle are  a  little  bit  concerned  right  now.  Who  is  right?  Should  the 
programs  be  separate?  Should  they  be  together?  If  they  are  going 
to  be  together,  who,  in  fact,  is  going  to  have  the  responsibility  for 
determining  whether  you  are  meeting  your  conservation  plan  or 
not? 

Maybe  this  is  not  a  question  you  can  answer  right  now.  But, 
again,  I  will  say  that  as  we  deliberate  now  over  the  next  several 


452 

weeks,  this  is  one  area  that  we  have  a  little  problem  with  it  as  the 
proposal  is  currently  drafted. 

Mr.  Berg.  Let  me  suggest  a  couple  of  things.  Had  the  Depart- 
ment decided  not  to  move  the  conservation  cost-share  activities 
from  ASCS  to  this  newly  named  organization,  I  don't  think  we 
would  see  as  much  concern  as  was  expressed  here  earlier  this 
morning. 

I  come  back  to  your  basic  concern  about  the  definition  and  the 
adequacy  of  a  technical  guide  and  what  is  laid  out  there  in  the  way 
of  an  agreement  with  that  land  user  as  to  what  should  be  done  and 
how  it  should  be  done.  I  am  not  going  to  get  into  the  details  on 
that.  But  that  is  something  that,  hopefully,  at  the  local  level  there 
has  been  an  updating  of  the  guidance  that  is  needed,  the  amount 
of  residue  that  is  needed,  and  all  that  sort  of  thing  is  a  very  prac- 
tical consideration. 

If  the  land  user  is  not  fairly  treated  here,  I  think  this  was  part 
of  the  objective — ^that  the  local  conservation  district  board,  the  local 
ASCS  committees,  could  bring  judgment  as  to  how  that  should  play 
out. 

We  would  also  strongly  endorse  that  the  appeal  process  be 
strengthened  and  centralized  in  a  way  that  would  satisfy  the  peo- 
ple that  have  been,  at  least  in  their  view,  dealt  unfairly. 

Mr.  Vap.  I  would  say  that  SCS  people  in  my  part  of  the  country 
don't  like  being  called  a  cop.  But  part  of  that  uncomfortable  situa- 
tion therein  is  really  a  function  of  the  appeals  process.  They  were 
told  they  could  make  the  technical  judgment,  and  there  would  be 
a  speedy  process  to  either  back  them  up  or  say,  no,  you  are  wrong; 
and  we  are  going  to  let  it  go. 

In  my  own  district,  I  have  a  situation  where  a  farmer  has  gone 
now  two  crop  years  without  an  answer  to  his  appeal.  It  is  uncon- 
scionable that  that  would  happen. 

Now,  I  think  from  what  I  have  talked  to  of  the  SCS  people  in 
my  area,  they  are  deathly  afraid  that  they  are  going  to  become  a 
part  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency.  They  don't  want  to  be.  They  want 
to  remain  a  separate  service.  They  are  not  too  concerned  whether 
they  are  elevated  above  or  below  whoever,  ASCS  or  whatever;  all 
they  want  to  do  is  continue  to  maintain  their  separate  professional 
expertise.  And  they  don't  want  to  be  a  part  of  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  as  such.  They  want  to  be  sitting  right  next  to  them  in  the 
same  office  and  working  together  with  them,  but  they  don't  want 
to  get  lost  in  the  shuffle. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Grossi,  before  you  respond  on  that,  let  me 
follow  up  on  this.  If  you  do  not  comply  with  your  conservation  plan, 
you  could  lose  all  of  your  farm  program  payments.  That  is  pretty 
serious. 

One  suggestion  has  been  made  to  me  that  we  should  have  one 
county-elected  committee  that  would  have  the  jurisdiction  over  the 
appeals  process  on  the  local  level.  Whatever  we  call  it,  however  we 
do  it,  it  would  be  elected,  and  it  would  have  the  responsibility  for 
oversight,  for  appeals.  Not  two  in  a  conservation  district  board  with 
their  duties  and  an  ASCS  county  elected  committee,  but  one  elect- 
ed committee  system  for  purposes  of  dealing  with  appeals. 

Mr.  Grossi?  And  then  we  will  come  back  and  get  a  comment  on 
that  from  Mr.  Berg  and  Mr.  Vap. 
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Mr.  Grossi.  Very  briefly,  I  think  there  are  a  couple  of  things  we 
have  to  recognize.  One  is  that  the  playing  field  is  changing  and, 
starting  in  1985,  it  has  been  changing  fairly  rapidly.  SCS  isn't  just 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service  any  more.  It  has  much  broader  re- 
sponsibilities of  water  quality  management,  wetlands,  wildlife  habi- 
tat and  a  lot  of  other  environmental  values  that  I  spoke  of  earlier. 

So  we  have  to  recognize  that  it  is  changing.  So  it  is  not  just  a 
technical  agency  any  more.  Although  it  would  like  to  remain  a 
technical  agency.  Someone  has  to  be  providing  that  kind  of  exper- 
tise and  information  on  a  broad  range  of  environmental  issues  to 
farmers  on  the  land. 

Second  is  that  the  1985  farm  bill  brought  on  conservation  compli- 
ance, which  our  organization  helped  develop  and  has  supported  be- 
cause it  was  part  of  a  package  of  conservation  carrots  and  sticks 
that  I  think  have  proven  very  successful  to  date. 

But  we  regard  conservation  compliance  as  a  transitional  process. 
We  don't  really  believe  that  we  ought  to  be  relying  on  the  leverage 
of  the  commodity  programs  to  enforce  environmental  programs  over 
the  long  term.  We  have  to  find  another  mechanism.  The  taxpayer 
is  not  going  to  continue  to  subsidize  American  agriculture  at  its 
current  rate,  and  if  that  happens,  then  where  is  the  leverage?  We 
have  to  find  another  system. 

So  let's  regard  this  current  period  as  a  transitional  period  to 
some  future  kind  of  program  that  promotes  stewardship  on  the 
land  and  does  it  in  a  way  that  does  not  require  the  big,  expensive 
stick  but  rather  the  small,  efficient  check. 

And  we  think  that  can  be  accomplished  but  not  if  we  see  compli- 
ance as  the  end  product.  It  is  a  transitional  tool  to  get  to  some 
other  system  at  some  future  time. 

I  might  just  remind  you  that  according  to  the  Department  of  Ag- 
riculture's statistics,  we  will  spend  this  year  $46  million  a  day  on 
direct  payments  to  farmers,  on  farm  subsidies. 

Now,  I  would  suggest  to  you  and  the  committee  that  maybe  there 
is  a  better  way  to  spend  that  money  than  the  way  we  are  spending 
it;  maybe  in  the  kinds  of  incentives  and  rewards  that  we  £dl  know 
farmers  will  respond  to,  that  money  can  be  reallocated  to  achieve 
the  objectives  without  the  kind  of  big  stick  that  we  have  evolved 
toward  in  recent  years.  That  would  alleviate  this  concern  about  the 
Government  cop  out  on  the  farm,  if  we  can  shift  to  that  kind  of  a 
system. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Would  you  yield,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Yes. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  On  that  point,  it  occurs  to  me  that  if  you 
are  correct,  and  you  may  be,  that  there  are  going  to  be  less  sub- 
sidies for  agriculture  in  the  future  and,  therefore,  no  leverage  for 
conservation;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  you  state  that  there  is  going 
to  have  to  be  some  sort  of  incentive  to  help  farmers  reach  their  con- 
servation ideals,  what  makes  you  think  Congress  is  going  to  appro- 
priate money  to  reach  conservation  goals  after  they  have  reduced 
subsidies? 

Mr.  Grossi.  Well,  I  will  try  to  answer  that  briefly,  if  I  can;  but 
our  assumption  is  that  these  subsidies  are  going  to  get  reduced  be- 
cause of  a  couple  of  sort  of  macro  issues.  One  is  the  budget  pres- 
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sure  and  the  continuing  scrutiny  of  the  programs.  Second  is  the 
international  trade  pressures  to  reduce  subsidies. 

So  with  that  assumption  in  mind,  we  beHeve  that  it  would  be 
prudent  now  to  begin  to  move  some  of  that  money  that  is  currently 
used  to  support  commodities  into  the  conservation  programs,  be- 
cause we  believe  the  American  public  will  support  continued  fund- 
ing of  agricultural  programs  for  the  right  reasons.  The  reasons 
being,  the  improvement  of  quality  of  life,  achieving  environmental 
goals  while  still  supporting  the  family  farmer,  but  for  a  different 
reason.  In  fact,  we  believe  that  the  support  can  be  even  greater,  po- 
tentially, because  this  is  such  a  high  priority  within  our  society 
today.  If  they  knew  that  this  money  was  being  spent  to  achieve 
these  objectives,  we  would  have  a  chance  of  keeping  some  of  that 
money  in  agriculture  for  the  long  term  and  rebuilding  a  nonfarm 
constituency  for  agriculture. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Berg. 

Mr.  Berg.  One  point.  Congress,  in  its  wisdom  in  the  1990  farm 
bill,  did  allow  graduated  sanctions  in  terms  of  not  having  a  drop- 
dead  provision  that  they  lost  all  of  their  benefits. 

But  they  did  also  add  some  additional  subsidies  or  whatever  that 
would  be  denied  if  the  conservation  plan  was  not  properly  imple- 
mented. We  have  another  year  to  go  on  that,  and  we  will  see  how 
that  works  out.  I  heard  this  morning  that  maybe  that  deadline  of 
1994  needs  to  be  looked  at  in  terms  of  the  real  world  out  there, 
that  conservation  compliance  will  go  on  after  1994. 

In  regard  to  whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  have  incentives  for 
conservation,  it  is  going  to  be  a  matter  that  I  think  is  going  to  be 
very  central  to  what  is  done  in  the  1995  farm  bill.  We  have  talked 
about  it  with  the  Conservation  and  Credit  Subcommittee,  what  is 
the  leverage  as  these  programs  come  down. 

We  agree  with  what  Mr.  Grossi  is  saying  here,  but  there  needs 
to  be  some  rethinking  not  to  kse  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
going  now  into  agriculture  but  perhaps  build  a  better  support  base. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Would  you  comment  on  the  question  of  one  or 
two  appeals  committees  at  the  local  level? 

Mr.  Berg.  I  think  there  should  be — ^first  of  all,  it  starts  with  a 
technical — if  it  is  a  conservation  compliance  or  wetland  activity  or 
whatever,  it  starts  with  some  technical  input  from  the  professional 
side  of  the  now  Soil  Conservation  Service,  and  then  it  goes  back  to 
the  ASCS  county  committee  to  decide  in  terms  of  whether  or  not 
that  is  grounds  for  denial  of  benefits. 

That  can  move,  then,  on  up  through  both  agencies.  That  needs 
to  be  centralized.  We  believe  that  there  needs  to  be  judgment  made 
by  people  who  are  beyond  the  implementing  agency  action. 

The  1990  farm  bill  provided  for  State  technical  groups  to  be  set 
up.  I  think  we  could  get  advice  from  these  groups  if  they  were 
properly  constituted  but  bringing  in  other  interests  as  to  how 
things  are  playing  out  at  the  field  level. 

In  regard  to  the  conservation  districts  being  involved,  I  think 
they  can  play  a  very  heavy  role  in  adding  their  judgment  at  the 
local  level  as  to  whether  that  plan  and  the  specifications  were 
sound  and  defensible. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  believe  that 
the  appeals  process  where  pajmients  are  concerned  should  be  fo- 
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cused  in  the  County  Elected  Committee  of  the  ASCS?  Is  that  what 
you  just  said? 

Mr.  Berg.  That  is  where  it  is  now. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Yes.  And  it  should  stay  there? 

Mr.  Berg.  No  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Vap,  any  additional  comments? 

Mr.  Vap.  I  would  agree  that  the  ASCS  Committee  still  should  be 
the  first  court  of  appeal  there  for  the  appeals  process. 

When  you  are  saying  should  we  eliminate  one  or  both  and  come 
up  with  one,  you  are  dealing  with  two  different  breeds  of  cat  here. 

The  ASCS  Committee  is  a  product  of  Congress  and  the  Federal 
Grovemment,  where  conservation  districts  are  subdivisions  of  State 
government,  many  of  them  having  much  broader  responsibilities 
and  powers  in  some  States  than  others  do  and  even  more  so  than 
even  ASCS  does  within  that  State. 

But  I  don't  see  that  you  can  eliminate  both  of  them  and  come  up 
with  one.  I  think  they  both  do  have  a  function  here  that  serves  it 
very  well. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  But  as  far  as  the  appeals  that  have  the  effect  of 
determining  program  benefits,  you  would  concur  that  they  should 
remain  in  ASCS? 

Mr.  Vap.  I  think  that  part  of  it  should  remain.  They  are  the  ones 
who  are  writing  the  checks.  That  may  be  why,  in  some  instances, 
they  are  perceived  as  the  good  guys  because  they  happen  to  have 
the  checkbook,  where  SCS  doesn't.  Maybe  if  we  gave  them  a  check- 
book, they  would  be  good  guys  too. 

Mr.  Berg.  There  are  some  other  agencies  that  may  be  concerned. 
The  present  loan  activities  could  possibly  be  jeopardized,  the  crop 
insurance  could  be  jeopardized,  the  cost-share  activities,  including 
CRP  payments,  and  that  sort  of  thing  would  all  have  to  be  looked 
at  as  to  how  that  plays  out. 

All  of  this  goes  back  to  the  landowner,  the  producer.  As  we  do 
with  our  income  tax  declaration,  they  declare  that  they  are  in  com- 
pliance, or  will  be. 

Mr.  Grossl  Mr.  Chairman,  just  as  a  comment  on  the  appeals 
process.  Our  organization  really  has  no  position  on  the  appeals 
board  or  the  size  of  them,  but  a  possible  reflection,  if  you  will  per- 
mit me. 

During  the  mid-1970's,  while  I  was  a  County  Farm  Bureau  presi- 
dent in  my  county,  a  new  Governor  in  California  named  Jerry 
Brown  proposed  to  add  public  members  to  all  marketing  boards  in 
the  State.  It  was  a  very  controversial  subject;  and  as  Farm  Bureau 
president,  I  opposed  it  vehemently.  He  went  ahead  with  it  anyhow. 
And  in  reflection  now,  nearly  20  years  later,  I  have  to  say  that  it 
was  one  of  the  best  moves  that  ever  happened  to  agriculture  for 
two  reasons. 

One,  it  brought  some  of  our  adversaries  inside  the  system  and 
showed  them  how  it  worked  and  gave  us  a  chance  to  educate  some 
public  members. 

Second,  it  ended  up  restoring  public  confidence  in  the  boards 
themselves,  the  public  knowing  that  there  were  some  public  mem- 
bers on  the  board.  And  I  think  that  is  an  important  lesson  for  us 
to  look  back  on. 
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I  think  it  may  not  be  coincidental  that  the  Director  of  the  De- 
partment of  Food  and  Agriculture  at  that  time  was  Rich  Rominger. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  thank  each  of  you  for  your  testimony  today. 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  closely  as  we  conduct  our  de- 
liberations. Thank  you  for  being  here. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  will  call  our  fifth  and  final  panel.  Mr.  Cross, 
Mr.  Krut,  Mr.  Colantuno,  and  Mr.  Scott. 

Am  I  right  that  Mr.  Cross  has  become  Mr.  Fanella? 

Mr.  Fanella.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  All  right.  You  are  up. 

Mr.  Fanella,  the  National  Turkey  Federation. 

STATEMENT  OF  LARRY  FANELLA,  VICE  CHAIRMAN,  NATIONAL 
TURKEY  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Fanella.  I  am  Larry  Fanella,  vice  chairman  of  the  National 
Turkey  Federation. 

With  that,  I  would  like  to  say  good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman  and 
members  of  the  subcommittee.  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  here  today  about  the  future  organization  and 
direction  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  National  Turkey  Federation  represents  95  percent  of  the 
U.S.  turkey  industry,  including  processors,  growers,  breeders,  and 
hatchery  owners. 

The  National  Turkey  Federation  is  the  only  national  trade  asso- 
ciation representing  the  turkey  industry  exclusively. 

USDA  obviously  has  a  greater  impact  on  the  turkey  industry  and 
its  profitability  than  any  other  Government  agency.  That  is  why  it 
is  vitally  important  to  our  members  that  USDA  is  organized  in  a 
fashion  that  allows  it  to  deliver  services  efficiently  so  that  our  in- 
dustry and  others  like  ours  can  continue  to  provide  Americans  with 
a  wholesome,  nutritionist  product  at  reasonable  cost. 

NTF  supports  the  intent  behind  Secretary  Espy's  reorganization 
effort,  and  we  generally  support  the  recommendations  made  by  the 
Secretary  on  September  7. 

We  will  limit  our  comments  and  suggestions  today  to  those  areas 
where  we  believe  reorganization  will  have  the  greatest  and  most  di- 
rect impact  on  the  turkey  industry. 

NTF  believes  USDA  and  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 
have  helped  create  a  role  of  the  Nation's  food  supply  that  is  the 
safest  in  the  world.  Today,  as  the  poultry  and  meat  supply  faces 
new  challenges  from  microbiological  contamination,  USDA  and 
FSIS  are  gearing  up  to  meet  these  challenges  by  overhauling  and 
modernizing  the  inspection  process. 

NTF  opposes  the  National  Performance  Review's  recommenda- 
tion to  move  poultry  and  meat  inspection  from  FSIS  to  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration.  We  commend  Secretary  Espy  for  resist- 
ing the  recommendation.  We  also  oppose  legislation  that  would  con- 
solidate all  food  inspection  into  a  single,  new  independent  agency. 
There  are  several  reasons  for  our  opposition. 

First,  FSIS  inspection  of  poultry  and  meat  is  continuous,  while 
FDA  inspection  of  processed  foods  is  not.  Some  FDA  plzints  go  for 
years  without  seeing  an  inspector.  FDA  simply  lacks  the  personnel 
and  the  expertise  and  continuous  inspection  to  inspect  the  Nation's 
poultry  and  meat  supply  adequately  and  effectively. 


457 

Second,  the  threat  of  microbiological  contamination  can  be  con- 
tained successfully  only  by  implementing  farm-to-table  inspection 
programs.  USDA  is  the  only  Federal  agency  with  extensive  knowl- 
edge of  production  agricultural  methods  and  the  proven  ability  to 
communicate  safe  food  handling  techniques  to  the  public.  Again, 
FDA  has  no  similar  expertise. 

Finally,  FSIS  is  the  only  Government  agency  with  a  plan  to  im- 
prove the  microbiological  profile  of  the  poultry  and  meat  supply. 
Secretary  Espy  and  FSIS  Administrator  Dr.  Russell  Cross  have  de- 
vised a  two-track  system  that  will  modernize  the  way  poultry  and 
meat  is  inspected  in  the  United  States. 

As  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  know,  FSIS  already  has 
begun  implementing  parts  of  the  plan.  Neither  FDA  nor  any  other 
Government  agency  has  a  similar  plan.  If  poultry  and  meat  inspec- 
tion is  moved  to  FDA,  it  is  likely  the  process  of  modernization  will 
be  slowed,  perhaps  derailed.  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  assume  such 
a  shift  would  create  gaps  in  the  delivery  of  inspection  and  services. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the  bottom  line  is 
that  the  changes  are  needed  in  poultry  and  meat  inspection,  and 
USDA  has  begun  making  those  changes. 

NTF  believes  that  Congress  should  allow  the  agency  to  continue 
to  complete  the  job.  USDA,  however,  could  take  some  additional  ac- 
tion to  highlight  the  importance  of  poultry  and  meat  inspection  at 
the  agency. 

In  his  reorganization  plan.  Secretary  Espy  has  elevated  some  po- 
sitions within  the  Department  as  a  way  to  increase  the  emphasis 
on  certain  parts  of  USDA's  mission. 

NTF  believes  that  the  Secretary's  concept  should  be  extended  to 
inspection  services  and  recommends  elevating  the  position  of  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services  to  title  of 
Under  Secretary. 

In  recent  years,  the  importance  of  poultry  and  meat  inspection 
has  been  magnified  as  the  agency  has  sought  to  meet  new  food  in- 
spection challenges.  Elevating  the  post  responsible  for  overseeing 
inspection  to  Under  Secretary  would  send  the  clearest  possible  sig- 
nal that  USDA  is  making  improvement  of  the  inspection  system  as 
a  centerpiece  of  its  overall  mission. 

It  would  demonstrate  that  USDA  intends  to  build  on  its  87-year- 
old  commitment  to  guaranteeing  the  American  people  wholesome 
poultry  and  meat  products.  Obviously,  NTF's  primary  concern  with 
USDA's  reorganization  is  the  role  of  poultry  and  meat  inspection 
in  the  agency.  Other  aspects  of  the  reorganization  are  of  interest 
to  us  as  well,  and  we  have  commented  on  those  in  the  statement 
that  we  have  submitted  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  on  be- 
half of  NTF  and  its  members  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today. 
We  appreciate  your  interest  of  our  organization,  and  we  again 
would  urge  you  to  support  Secretary  Esp/s  efforts  to  modernize 
our  poultry  and  meat  inspection  system  so  it  remains  a  model  for 
the  rest  of  the  world  to  follow. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Fanella  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

Next  is  Mr.  Knit,  executive  director,  National  Association  of 
Meat  Processors. 

STATEMENT  OF  STEPHEN  F.  KRUT,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  MEAT  PROCESSORS 

Mr.  Krut.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  do  not  envy 
you,  the  weighty  task  of  sorting  through  the  rights  and  wrongs 
here  of  whose  chicken  coops  are  being  raided  and  whose  oxes  are 
being  gored  in  this  restructuring  program. 

I  would  certainly  like  to  heed  your  advice  and  talk  about  what 
we  know  about  rather  than  other  areas  of  equally  important  con- 
sideration. 

I  would  like  to  focus,  if  I  could,  along  the  area  of  the  Food  Safety 
and  Inspection  Service  and  the  plans  for  reformulating  and  go  on 
to  some  discussion  about  the  possible  contemplated  move  of  that 
agency  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration. 

We  certainly  favor  efficiency  and  responsive  Government.  And, 
overall,  we  have  no  qualms  with  the  basic  plan  as  outlined  by  Sec- 
retary Espy.  But  what  we  are  seeing  in  practice  will  not  make  any 
workable  plan  work,  and  that  is  a  complete  lack  of  communication 
that  is  now  existent  within  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service. 

And  I  am  speaking  about  an  industry  that  is  regulated  by  this 
entity,  the  employees  of  that  agency  who  are  increasingly  demor- 
alized, hostile,  and  very  frustrated  at  this  point. 

I  am  going  to  make  a  couple  of  examples,  kind  of  throw  them 
out,  to  give  you  an  idea  of  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Last  year  the  management  evaluation  study  completed  by  FSIS 
made  a  very  important  consideration  of  looking  at  the  views  of 
those  people  who  have  to  implement  and  work  in  these  plants, 
meat  and  poultry  plants,  to  look  at  the  practicality  of  what  they 
were  doing.  Were  they  being  given  orders  that  made  no  sense  or 
were  they  not? 

Every  initiative  that  came  before  this  agency  or  from  this  agency 
was  shot  downwind,  because  these  people  were  not  even  consulted 
with.  This  whole  management  evaluation  program  has  not  really 
been  given  an  opportunity  to  get  off  the  ground.  And  if  you  look 
at  the  first  three  initiatives  from  the  FSIS  this  year,  the  troops  in 
the  field  haven't  been  talked  to.  And  I  am  talking  about  the  zero 
tolerance,  the  practicality  of  that,  the  announcement  of  mandatory 
HACCP,  and  the  safe  handling  labels,  all  put  on  fast  tracks  for  im- 
plementation without  talking  to  their  own  inspectors  or  the  indus- 
try that  had  to  spend  those  millions  of  dollars  for  efforts  at  compli- 
ance. 

What  I  am  saying  is  this  is  not  representative  of  a  so-called 
Team-USDA  Summary  that  Secretary  Espy  had  released  earlier  in 
the  fall. 

One  area  that  I  think  I  want  to  focus  on,  if  I  might,  covers  the 
regional  offices.  There  has  been  talk  over  and  over  about  changing 
those  structures  or  talking  about  a  lot  of  offices  that  need  to  be 
closed,  some  that  need  to  be  kept  open. 

USDA  has  only  26  area  offices  in  the  country,  and  most  of  those 
cover  at  least  a  three-State  area.  And  we  strongly  suggest  that  that 
is  a  very  vital  structure  that  must  remain  intact.  We  have  heard 
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some  rumors  and  discussions  about  the  closing  or  shortchanging  of 
the  Office  of  Federal-State  Relations. 

I  will  remind  you  that  this  organization  of  USDA  does  not  in- 
spect 3,000  facilities  that  are  operated  under  State  inspection,  and 
there  are  another  1,500  custom-exempt  plants  that  are  also  respon- 
sible to  those  27  States.  Texas  and  Iowa  are  two  of  those  States 
that  happen  to  have  those  programs. 

I  want  to  mention  that  is  10  percent  of  the  FSIS— USDA  budget 
under  FSIS  that  is  used  to  cover  inspection  in  those  3,000  plants. 
And  yet  we  have  a  staff  of  three,  and  they  are  talking  about  cutting 
that  out.  These  are  the  same  people  that  have  to  operate  com- 
parable programs  on  HACCP,  the  comparable  programs  on  zero  tol- 
erance, all  of  those  safe  handling  labels.  And  yet  they  are  being  cut 
out  of  this  communications  process. 

I  would  strongly  urge  that  no  effort  to  move  this  entire  program 
of  meat  and  poultry  inspection  to  FDA  be  given  serious  consider- 
ation. Not  only  do  they  have  no  intensive  inspection — in  fact,  many 
of  the  plants  under  FDA  inspection  have  never  been  inspected,  and 
that  is  a  sad  commentary. 

The  basic  thought  of  mine  is  FDA  doesn't  know  meat  from  hard 
rock  candy,  and  it  would  be  dangerous  to  turn  inspection  over  to 
an  agency  where  they  would  inspect  under  the  unproven  HACCP 
concept.  We  are  not  knocking  HACCP;  but  until  the  cost  of  that 
program,  the  benefit  of  that  pro-am  has  been  identified  and  can 
be  substantiated,  it  would  be  foolish  to  give  away  an  intensive  in- 
spection program  that  we  now  have. 

I  am  not  going  to  try  to  continue  into  this  written  testimony,  but 
I  do  apologize.  I  submitted  some  copies  of  this  earlier.  And  today 
I  received  a  letter  from  a  plant  operator  in  New  York.  And  I  re- 
ceived probably  hundreds  of  phone  calls.  I  am  going  to  submit  this 
as  part  of  the  updated  copies  of  my  prepared  statement. 

I  would  just  like  to  read  a  paragraph  or  two  from  this  plant  oper- 
ator. It  talks  about  20  years  ago  she  and  her  husband  purchased 
a  meat  market  that  had  been  in  operation  65  years.  The  husband 
had  a  heart  attack  in  1982  and  a  stroke  at  50  years  of  age.  The 
son  and  the  wife  tried  to  continue  in  the  business,  decided  to  go 
to  the  Federal  Inspection.  "We  purchased  a  building  and  complied 
with  all  that  Washington  required,  costing  upwards  of  $250,000. 
We  have  become  more  and  more  frustrated  each  year  with  all  that 
is  required  by  USDA.  It  seems  that  the  officials  don't  realize  we 
just  don't  have  the  money  to  keep  doing  what  they  ask.  I  have 
spent  10  to  12  hours  a  day  in  my  meat  store  and  have  not  made 
a  profit  in  10  years.  In  fact,  we  have  cashed  in  our  retirement  and 
used  our  savings  to  keep  our  operation  going  due  to  rising  costs 
and  additional  requirements." 

The  bottom  line— and  there  are  other  letters  and  other  calls  simi- 
lar to  this— is  that  USDA,  under  FSIS,  has  taken  an  adversarial 
relationship  role,  a  strong  one,  with  the  meat  industry.  They — the 
industry — have  become  whipping  boys.  They  are  really  frustrated. 
They  are  losing  their  investments  because  of  an  attitude  that  is 
even  reaching  the  field  that  we  regard  small  business  and  small 
plants  as  nuisance  operations.  And  they  are  moving  to  close  them 
down. 
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We  lost  about  5  percent  of  the  plants  in  each  of  the  last  4  years, 
and  the  situation  has  gotten  out  of  control.  Communications  and  a 
working  team  relationship  would  be  very  important,  if  that  were  to 
come  into  play. 

Again,  let's  fix  the  system  we  have  and  not  try  to  create  some- 
thing entirely  different  at  FDA. 

I  will  put  it  this  way:  USDA  plays  the  game,  FDA  talks  the 
game. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Krut  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Next  is  Mr.  Richard  Colantuno,  president,  Penn- 
sylvania Aquaculture  Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  COLANTUNO,  PRESIDENT,  PENN- 
SYLVANIA AQUACULTURE  ASSOCIATION,  ON  BEHALF  OF 
THE  NATIONAL  AQUACULTURE  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Colantuno.  Good  afternoon.  I  am  Richard  Colantuno,  presi- 
dent of  the  Pennsylvania  Aquaculture  Association,  representing  the 
National  Aquaculture  Association. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  speak  in 
support  of  reorganization  plans  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. 

Today,  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  all  members  of  the  National 
Aquaculture  Association. 

NAA  is  the  youngest  and  largest  aquaculture  association  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  a  nonprofit  association,  serving  33  diverse  na- 
tional and  State  aquaculture  associations.  Our  members  raise  a  va- 
riety of  species,  including  trout,  salmon,  catfish,  ornamentals,  and 
shellfish. 

Aquaculture  will  be  a  major  global-growth  industry  of  the  21st 
century.  According  to  current  projections,  based  on  anticipated  pop- 
ulation growth  and  stable  or  declining  capture  fisheries  harvests, 
aquaculture  production  will  have  to  increase  sevenfold  to  supply 
the  world's  demand  for  seafood  by  the  year  2025. 

With  a  national  commitment  and  proper  planning  and  support, 
the  United  States  can  realize  a  major  opportunity  to  develop  an  im- 
portant new  agricultural  industry  to  serve  the  national  needs  and 
the  global  marketplace. 

Without  such  a  commitment,  the  United  States  will  continue  to 
depend  on  imported  fish  and  shellfish  which  now  supply  over  60 
percent  of  our  seafood  needs.  Fisheries  imports,  some  $9  billion  an- 
nually, constitute  the  third  largest  component  of  the  U.S.  trade  def- 
icit, after  petroleum  and  automobiles. 

Development  of  U.S.  aquaculture  will  require  strong  leadership 
and  coordinated,  agencywide  support  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  lead  Federal  agency  for  aquaculture.  The  National 
Aquaculture  Association  recommends  several  specific  courses  of  ac- 
tion: 

One,  aquaculture  should  receive  strong  support  and  attention 
from  the  highest  levels  of  the  Department.  In  particular,  the  Sec- 
retary of  Agriculture  should  clearly  communicate  to  his  subcabinet 
level  officials  that  aquaculture  is  a  priority  of  this  administration. 
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Two,  aquaculture  should  be  mainstreamed  into  the  Department's 
agricultural  programs.  Individual  USD  A  agencies  should  develop 
support  programs  for  aquaculture  with  necessary  commitments  of 
personnel  and  resources  that  are  consistent  with  those  applied  to 
other  agricultural  programs,  products,  and  commodities. 

While  research  and  education  programs  within  USDA's  science 
and  education  agencies  have  significantly  aided  U.S.  aquaculture, 
the  industry  would  benefit  greatly  from  expanded  support  services 
in  other  USDA  agencies,  including  AMS,  APHIS,  ASCS,  ERS, 
NASS,  and  FAS. 

Aquaculture's  visibility  should  be  elevated  in  USDA,  but  aqua- 
culture support  programs  should  be  included  within  and  closely  al- 
lied to  other  commodity  support  programs  in  USDA. 

Three,  the  Department  should  declare  and  establish  that  private 
aquaculture  is  a  form  of  agriculture  and  that  privately  cultivated 
aquatic  organisms  and  their  products  are  agricultural  livestock, 
crops,  and  commodities.  Such  a  declaration  would  help  facilitate 
the  application  to  aquaculture  of  Department  programs  that  sup- 
port other  livestock,  crops,  and  commodities. 

Four,  the  Department  should  develop  and  implement  a  unified, 
crosscutting  Department  aquaculture  program  that  builds  team- 
work and  coordination  among  agencies. 

Presently,  aquaculture  in  the  Department  is  fragmented  in  nu- 
merous separate  funding  authorities  with  limited  mechanisms  for 
departmentwide  coordination.  A  departmentwide  program  with 
Secretary-appointed  representatives  of  all  pertinent  USDA  agencies 
would  provide  the  means  and  authority  for  program  coordination, 
priority-setting,  and  ongoing  assessments  of  impacts  of  individual 
programs  in  the  context  of  the  national  needs.  The  program  should 
be  coordinated  by  the  Director  of  the  Department's  Office  of  Aqua- 
culture. 

Five,  as  the  Secretary's  representative  in  all  intra-  and  inter-de- 
partmental aquaculture  functions  and  activities,  the  Director  of 
USDA's  Office  of  Aquaculture  should  report  directly  to  the  Sec- 
retary in  the  exercise  of  these  duties.  To  ensure  that  the  Depart- 
ment's aquaculture  programs  receive  the  necessary  visibility  and 
accountability,  a  direct  link  to  and  attention  from  the  Secretary's 
office  will  be  critical. 

Six,  all  USDA  aquaculture  programs  should  have  strong  linkages 
with  industry  organizations  and  with  consumers.  It  is  vitally  im- 
portant that  aquaculture  programs,  like  other  Government  pro- 
grams, be  customer  driven. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  ex- 
press our  support  for  plans  to  create  a  more  streamlined  and  revi- 
talized USDA  that  will  include  consideration  of  my  industry's 
needs. 

I  will  be  happy  to  answer  £iny  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Colantuno  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Next  is  Mr.  Deven  Scott,  executive  vice  presi- 
dent, National  Association  of  Meat  Purveyors. 
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STATEMENT  OF  DEVEN  L.  SCOTT,  EXECUTIVE  VICE 
PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  MEAT  PURVEYORS 

Mr.  Scott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Devon  Scott,  and  I  am  the  executive  vice  president 
of  the  National  Association  of  Meat  Purveyors.  I  would  like  to  re- 
quest that  the  written  copy  of  my  testimony  be  entered  into  the 
record  so  that  I  might  direct  my  remarks  highlighting  the  issues 
we  feel  are  most  pertinent  here. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Scott.  Our  organization  is  a  nonprofit  trade  association  of 
some  350  members  to  process  and  distribute  meat  and  poultry  to 
the  food  service  industry.  They  employ  some  15,000  workers  and 
have  annual  sales  of  over  $3  billion. 

We  support  strict  enforcement  of  food  safety  regulations  and  wel- 
come Secretary  Espy's  call  to  reform  meat  and  poultry  inspection. 

Reorganization,  we  believe,  will  improve  an  already  very  effec- 
tive, but  as  yet,  not  perfect  inspection  system.  However,  we  believe 
there  is  more  to  be  considered. 

It  would  be  extremely  unfortunate  to  address  only  the  adminis- 
trative repositioning  and  the  right  to  downsize  when  so  many  other 
critical  needs  could  also  be  debated  here.  We  should  consider  all  of 
the  issues. 

This  is  particularly  relevant,  since  the  Congress  has  directed  the 
Department  to  inform  it,  prior  to  mid-December,  how  FSIS  will  ad- 
dress questions  pertaining  to  the  continuation  of  retail  exemption, 
the  status  of  warehouse  clubs,  and  the  need  to  monitor  all  other 
noninspected  meat  and  poultry  distributors. 

Vice  President  Gore  has  also  recommended  that  FSIS  be  moved 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  FDA.  This,  too,  should  be  resolved  be- 
fore restructuring  the  Department.  We  suggest  that  FSIS  be  incor- 
porated into  a  separate  food  safety  agency  either  independent  or  as 
a  separate  division  within  USDA.  It  should  encompass  the  food-re- 
lated activities  of  FDA,  CDC,  EPA,  and  any  other  relevant  food 
safety  agency  or  group,  but  not  into  FDA. 

Further,  certain  issues  with  respect  to  compliance  procedures 
and  authority  to  act  have  not  been  addressed  by  USDA.  For  exam- 
ple, the  failure  of  USDA  to  establish  and  maintain  a  complete  list 
of  all  meat  related  providers,  inspected  or  otherwise,  as  directed  by 
section  205  of  the  Wholesome  Meat  Act. 

In  this  instance,  merely  a  change  from  the  word  "may"  to  "shall" 
would  also  resolve  this  problem. 

The  same  type  of  concern  is  applicable  for  matters  affecting  retail 
exemption  which  was  designed  for  an  era  when  outlying  districts 
of  the  country  were  removed  from  normal  and  reliable  delivery 
routes.  This  situation  no  longer  exists,  nor  does  the  need  for  the 
exemption. 

Similarly,  due  to  changes  in  retail  stores  with  respect  to  the  han- 
dling, processing,  cooking,  and  serving  of  foods,  we  raise  the  ques- 
tion why  retail  consumers  are  not  provided  the  same  degree  of  pro- 
tection that  wholesale  customers  receive. 

Other  organizational  needs  become  evident  as  FSIS  ventures  into 
mandated  labels  requiring  nutritional,  as  well  as  food  handling  in- 
formation. Rules  to  enhance  consumer  health  and  safety  cannot  be 
assured  of  success  unless  they  are  complied  with. 
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USDA  has  only  approximately  100  officials  available  to  monitor 
compliance  for  any  t3rpe  of  violation  whatsoever.  How  will  that 
small  number  of  persons  successfully  monitor  over  250,000  retail 
stores,  6,500-plus  federally  inspected  establishments,  numerous 
State  inspection  entities,  and  many  thousands  of  noninspected 
dealers,  not  to  mention  the  over  100,000  restaurants  and  food  serv- 
ice establishments? 

The  need  to  monitor  these  activities  has  been  amplified  by  the 
devastating  affects  of  the  E.  coli  outbreak  and  the  fact  that  97  per- 
cent of  all  food  illness  cases  are  either  triggered  in  the  home  or  at 
a  food  service  establishment. 

Further,  if  accurate  and  available  labels  at  retail  are  the  key  to 
better  consumer  health,  then  certainly  an  aggressive  compliance 
policy  is  in  order. 

Our  organization  is  presently  studying  an  idea  to  require  the  reg- 
istration and  licensing  of  all  meat  and  poultry  food-related  entities 
at  a  nominal  fee,  the  proceeds  of  which  would  be  designated  for 
food  s£ifety  compliance  measures. 

Some  other  considerations  that  need  to  be  addressed  are  the  dif- 
ferences between  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  laws,  the  disposi- 
tion of  seafood  inspection,  nonamenable  products,  standards  of 
identity,  and  new  ingredients. 

Further,  the  Department  and  FSIS,  along  with  FDA,  will  soon 
promulgate  new  regulations  called  HACCP.  NAMP  has  endorsed 
this  concept.  Our  chief  concerns  about  HACCP,  however,  relates  to 
the  effect  it  may  have  on  the  ability  of  smaller  businesses  to  oper- 
ate and  what  may  be  the  overconfidence  of  public  expectations  for 
the  success  HACCP  will  have  in  eliminating  the  possibility  of  fu- 
ture food  safety  disasters  from  sources  unknown  to  us  at  this  point. 

In  conclusion,  we  ask  that  the  subcommittee  and  the  Congress 
not  be  too  hasty  to  acting  to  reform  and  reorganize  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  System  until  all  of 
the  issues  relevant  to  the  matter  are  fully  studied  and  the  needs 
made  clear. 

We  firmly  believe  it  is  far  more  important  to  address  the  entire 
food  safety  and  inspection  concept,  as  well  as  other  departmental 
initiatives,  through  one  master  plan  for  improvement  rather  than 
by  making  changes  to  the  statutes  in  a  piecemeal  and  ad  hoc  fash- 
ion as  have  been  the  way  these  efforts  have  been  undertaken  in  the 
past. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Scott  appears  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you  all  very  much. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  USDA  has  slowed  down  mandatory 
HACCP  to  be  sure  that  it  is  done  right. 

Mr.  Scott,  are  you  saying  something  different? 

Mr.  Krut.  No.  I  think  the  initial  announcement  from  the  Sec- 
retary was  that  it  was  mandatory  without  being  a  proven  workable 
svstem 

We  are  not  knocking  HACCP.  We  support  HACCP.  But  I  think 
the  thing  has  been  delayed  until  December  for  a  roundtable  partici- 
pation from  all  affected  parties. 
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But  again,  the  problem  is  the  pilot  studies  that  have  a  bearing 
on  the  facts  in  this  matter  have  not  been  released  as  yet.  They 
have  not  been  made  known  to  all  participants. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  will  have  to  say  it  was  my  understanding  that 
it  had  been  slowed  down,  and  we  want  to  stay  tuned  to  make  sure, 
as  I  believe  they  are  moving  forward  more  carefully  and  scientif- 
ically than  perhaps  they  were  earlier. 

Mr.  Colantuno,  did  I  miss  it,  or  was  there  one  curious  absence 
from  your  recommendation?  And  that  is,  what  do  you  think  we 
ought  to  do  about  aquaculture,  and  FSIS  regarding  inspection  of 
aquaculture? 

Mr.  Colantuno.  Mr.  Chairman,  our  industry  receives  very  little 
support  services,  in  some  cases  nonexistent.  If  you  are  asking  me 
what  we  should  do — what  we  think  you  should  do  as  far  as  food 

service  inspection 

Mr.  Stenholm.  No.  Inspection. 
Mr.  Colantuno.  Inspection  in  what  way,  sir? 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Fish.  Fish  inspection.  Where  would  you  fit  within 
the  Federal  Inspection  System  for  food  to  assure  consumers  that 
aquaculture  is  safe? 

Mr.  Colantuno.  To  be  perfectly  honest  with  you,  I  don't  know. 
To  my  knowledge,  it  has  been  going  back  and  forth  between  FDA 
and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

What  I  would  say  is  this,  that  in  the  event  that  meat  and  poultry 
remain  with  the  USDA,  we  want  the  same  sort  of  inspection. 

If  it  should  go  with  the  FDA,  then  we  would  want  to  go  with  the 
FDA. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  missed  that  in  your  recommendations.  But  you 
are  recommending  that  you  want  to  be  inspected  just  like  meat  and 
poultry? 
Mr.  Colantuno.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  How  do  you  respond  to  the  criticism  that  having 
USDA's  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  responsible  for  food 
safety  is  a  conflict  of  interest? 

Would  it  make  any  sense  to  move  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
to  a  different  part  of  USDA? 
Why  or  why  not? 

Mr.  Krut.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  part  of  the  testimony  that 
I  did  not  read  referred  to  this  very  grave  concern  that  we  have 
more  of  an  adversarial  relationship  between  USDA  administration 
and  plants,  those  who  operate  these  businesses. 

They  are  being  forced  out  of  business.  They  are  finding  their  chil- 
dren not  interested  in  taking  over  the  family  business.  That,  to  me, 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  conflict  of  interest  where  these  people  are 
in  cahoots  together.  I  think  there  needs  to  be  more  cooperation  and 
teamwork. 

But,  absolutely,  what  we  have  now  is  not  what  I  will  call  a  con- 
flict of  interest  in  any  sense  of  the  word. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Scott. 

Mr.  Scott.  I  think  that  in  the  past  it  has  been  shown  that  there 
have  been  some  conflicts  with  the  meat  inspection  and  marketing. 
I  think  that  they  should  be  separated.  I  think  that  what  I  had  sug- 
gested here  about  an  independent  agency  I  think  would  accomplish 
that. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Fanella. 

Mr.  Fanella.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  really  see  that  there  is  a 
conflict  in  place.  I  think  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service  has  cer- 
tain responsibilities  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  would  need  to 
carry  out  in  that  regard. 

And  I  think  that  the  area  of  food  nutrition,  I  think  that  area  has 
a  different  focus  with  concern  to  the  public  in  terms  of  types  of 
foods  that  are  consumed  and  so  on. 

And  so  I  think  there  needs  to  be  some  separation  between  the 
two,  and  I  don't  think  there  is  a  conflict  with  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary in  that  area. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Colantuno,  any  comment? 

Mr.  Colantuno.  As  you  know,  our  industry  is  not  inspected  at 
this  time.  And  my  own  opinion  is  that  I  would  have  no  conflict  with 
it  in  the  event  that  our  industry  were  to  be  inspected  the  same  way 
as  meat  inspection. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Smith. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Scott,  you  are  a  wholesaler.  Your  orga- 
nization are  wholesalers. 

Mr.  Scott.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  And  I  am  kind  of  interested  in  your  com- 
ments because  what  I  hear  from  retailers  and  small  businesses  is 
that  they  have  22  inspectors  between  the  State  and  the  Federal 
Government  coming  at  them  every  day.  It  practically  takes  one  per- 
son to  escort  the  inspector  around  the  store.  So  they  are  crying 
about  more  inspections,  and  it  sounds  to  me  like  you  are  advocat- 
ing that  retailers  ought  to  be  inspected  just  as  you  are  inspected. 

Mr.  Scott.  I  think  I  am  saying  that  there  needs  to  be  more  com- 
pliance to  be  sure  that  there  is  equal  inspection  all  around.  Yes, 
sir. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Well,  you  are  saying  that  you  are  getting 
some  of  the  responsibility  for  unsafe  meat  falling  upon  your  shoul- 
ders when  retailers  are  not  inspected  and  you  believe  if  they 
were — or  if  there  was  more  compliance,  you  would  have  less  flak 
upon  the  wholesalers. 

Is  that  what  I  hear  you  say? 

Mr.  Scott.  I  am  sorry.  I  didn't  hear  the  last  part  of  your  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  It  is  obvious  to  me  that  if  you  want  more 
compliance  from  retailers  you  are  receiving  some  blame  for  the 
spread  of  E.  coli,  or  whatever;  from  the  wholesaler's  point  of  view, 
you  would  like  more  compliance  from  the  retailers,  they  are  han- 
dling food  and  you  are  being  blamed. 

Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Scott.  I  think  the  entire  industry  takes  the  rap  for  that.  I 
think  when  you  look  the  at  fact  that  FSIS  has  only  100  or  so  com- 
pliance officers  throughout  the  Nation,  it  just  seems  almost  impos- 
sible how  they  can  properly  monitor  the  compliance  of  everyone. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Well  the  Secretary  just  offers  another, 
what,  100  inspectors  to  be  on  line  for  meat  inspection? 

Mr.  Scott.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  And  the  question  I  asked  him,  and  I  ask 
you,  since  we  know  that  about  95  percent  of  the  problem  is  in  the 
preparation,  shouldn't  we  be  educating  the  housewife  to  handle  and 
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prepare  food  properly,  which  would  solve  a  lot  of  problems  and  re- 
duce the  need  for  more  inspections? 

Mr.  Scott.  I  would  agree  with  you  100  percent.  I  think  there 
needs  to  be  more  education.  I  think  part  of  that  is  underway  with 
the  safe  food  handling  labeling. 

And  I  think  that  the  more  education  that  the  consumers  and  the 
people  who  handle  the  product,  the  food  services  establishments — 
I  think  the  more  education  they  get  on  handling  the  product,  I 
think  the  better  off  all  of  us  will  be. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Oregon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Ewing. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  guess  my  overall  view  of  all  this  reorganization  talk  is  that 
every  time  we  have  someone  new  in  the  White  House  and  someone 
new  down  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  then  we  have  a  new 
plan  to  reorganize  all  of  this  bureaucracy. 

I  am  just  kind  of  a  simple  boy  from  Illinois,  and  it  just  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  a  lot  of  wheel  spinning,  and  we  will  end  up  with 
the  same  type  of  problems  and  the  same  bureaucracy  but  we  will 
call  it  something  else. 

What  do  you  think?  Do  you  think  all  of  this  is  necessary? 

I  am  sure  we  can  improve  on  our  inspection  and  on  our  organiza- 
tion, but  what  do  you  really  think  is  the  bottom  line  on  all  of  this 
talk  about  shifting  the  food  inspection  from  USDA  or  just  the  total 
reorganization?  Give  me — give  me  a  simple  yes — yes,  you  are  for  it; 
no,  you  are  not. 

Mr.  Scott.  Well,  Congressman,  I  am  a  simple  boy  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  Ewing.  Well,  you  can  understand  it. 

Mr.  Scott.  That  is  right.  I  think  the  thoughts  of  reorganization 
is  fine.  I  think  the  Government  needs  to  reassess  occasionally  as 
to  how  it  might  be  able  to  streamline  its  organization  and  make  it 
more  efficient.  In  the  case  that  you  referred  to  right  here,  I  really 
do  not  think  that  would  be  accomplished  by  moving  FSIS  into  FDA. 

Mr.  Krut.  I  would  concur  with  what  Mr.  Scott  said. 

Mr.  COLANTUNO.  I  think  reorganization  or  at  least  to  look  at  it 
is  a  good  thing,  and  take  what  programs  do  work  and  the  programs 
that  do  not  work  and  readjust  them. 

And  I  have  no  problem  with  it  other  than  at  that  level. 

Mr.  Fanella.  I  think  if  you  look  over  the  history  of  events  of  or- 
ganizations, I  think  change  can  be  very  healthy.  I  think  smart 
change  is  very  healthy  if  it  is  changed  for  improvement.  I  think  di- 
rectionally  that  is  the  way  we  need  to  go. 

I  see  there  is  some  of  that  need  in  terms  of  some  of  the  current 
events  that  we  are  looking  at.  If  you  look  at  what  is  happening  to 
the  growth  of  our  people  within  our  country,  I  think  the  children 
of  each  generation  become  further  removed  from  agriculture.  I  see 
that  as  increasing  the  need  for  education,  on  behalf  of  our  consum- 
ers, because  the  kids  today  just  don't  know  proper  food  preparation 
techniques  and  so  on. 

I  think  that  is  an  area  that  needs  emphasis,  and  we  didn't  need 
to  do  that  20  or  30  years  ago.  That  is  an  area  that  is  changing. 

I  think  also  the  way  we  inspect  our  products  that  we  produce 
today  also  needs  some  change,  and  I  think  Secretary  Espy  is  on  the 
track  to  do  that.  I  don't  think  we  need  to  change  organizations  the 


467 

way  we  are  getting  that  inspection  done.  I  think  the  USDA  has  the 
infrastructure  in  place  from  the  farm  all  the  way  through  to  the 
table  end,  which  includes  knowledgeable  people  that  are  knowl- 
edgeable in  terms  of  grow-out  and  the  agricultural  production  end 
process,  and  even  through  the  Extension  Service  and  the  education 
end.  That  is  all  embodied  within  the  USDA  envelope.  I  think  the 
change  needs  to  occur  there  in  some  of  the  things  that  we  talked 
about  today,  not  necessarily  changing  the  organization  that  the  in- 
spection is  done  at. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  Well,  thank  you.  And  thank  you  for  your  candor. 

I  guess  in  summation,  we  probably  agree  that  improving  how  the 
bureaucracy  works  with  the  people  in  any  part  of  it  is  a  constant 
job  that  constantly  needs  to  be  reviewed. 

I  am  hearing  you  say  to  turn  it  upside  down  to  make  it  work  bet- 
ter isn't  necessarily  going  to  achieve  the  goals  that  we  all  think  are 
probably  pretty  good  for  improving  the  organization. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  No  further  questions. 

We  thank  you  for  your  patience,  having  been  here  all  day  as  we, 
the  rest  of  us,  have.  We  appreciate  your  patience.  We,  too,  will  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  and  your  associations  over  the  next 
several  days  and  weeks  as  we  attempt  to  make  some  sense  out  of 
this.  Mr.  Ewing,  hopefully  it  will  be  more  than  just  reorganizing 
the  boxes  and  the  problems,  but  maybe  not. 

Mr.  EwiNG.  With  your  leadership,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  that 
we  will  make  some  sense  out  of  it. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  knew  I  could  coax  that  out  of  you. 

Mr.  Ewing.  Bob  didn't  want  to  say  that. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  believe  that  concludes  the  day's  activities.  This 
subcommittee  hearing  stands  adjourned,  and  I  repeat,  we  intend  to 
pursue  the  markup  in  2  to  3  weeks. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:55  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene,  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 

[Material  submitted  for  inclusion  in  the  record  follows:] 
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re:   Reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Departmtnt  of  Agriculture 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Richard  Kirchhoff,  Executive  Vice 
President  and  CEO  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Departments  of  Agriculture  —  NASDA.  NASDA 
is  the  non-profit  association  representing  the  nation's  Commissioners,  Secretaries,  and  Directors  of 
Agriculture  throughout  the  states.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  address  the  subconunittee  today. 

Two  weeks  ago,  our  national  president.  Bob  Odom.  Conmiissioner  of  the  Louisiana  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  submitted  a  statement  for  the  full  House  Agriculture  Committee  hearing 
record  when  Secretary  Espy  presented  his  reorganization  plan  to  the  Committee.  Last  week. 
Commissioner  Odom  presented  that  statement  to  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee. 

Our  members  felt  it  was  important  to  send  a  strong  and  early  message  to  the  Congress  of  our 
support  for  Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  of  USDA.  I  will  not  read  Commissioner  Odom's  statement 
today  but  simply  summarize  it  by  telling  you  that  NASDA  unanimously  supports  the  Secretary's  effort 
to  reorganize  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  also  believe  the  states  can  pay  an  important  role  in, 
perhaps,  an  overlooked  aspect  of  reorganization. 

Our  members  had  the  opportunity  to  be  briefed  on  the  reorganization  by  the  Secretary  several 
weeks  ago  during  our  annual  meeting.  We  fiilly  recognize  that  USDA  is  a  very  complex  organization 
which  will  require  very  careful  consideration  of  any  changes.  But,  NASDA 's  message  to  you  today  is 
that  our  members  believe  the  Secretary  was  right  to  reexamine  the  missions  of  the  Department  and  attempt 
to  reorganize  around  those  missions  in  order  to  improve  Che  delivery  of  services  and  save  the  taxpayers' 
money. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  that  the  department  intends  to  maintain  a  strong  leadership  role  in 
environmental  and  conservation  issues.  The  responsibilities  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  have  been 
greatly  increased  due  to  the  conservation  provisions  of  the  198S  and  1990  farm  bills.    In  this  Congress 
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alone,  legislation  is  pending  on  the  Qean  Water  Act,  wetlands  regulations,  endangered  species,  and  a 
variety  of  other  environmental  issues  which  substantially  affect  agriculture.  It  is  vitally  important  that 
USDA  plays  the  pivotal  role  on  environmental  and  conservation  policy  as  it  affects  agriculture. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Forest  Service  will  remain  at  USDA,  where  it  belongs. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  a  much  needed  new  emphasis  on  rural  economic  and  commimity 
development.  Rural  communities  are  the  backbone  of  this  country  and,  very  often,  the  most  underserved 
by  government. 

We  believe  the  inspection  of  meat  and  poultry  should  remain  within  the  jurisdiction  of  USDA  — 
not  be  transferred  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  as  recommended  by  Vice  President  Gore's 
National  Performance  Review.  The  Secretary  has  announced  a  series  of  improvements  to  be  made  in  the 
inspection  system  —  including  moving  to  a  HACCP-based  program.  NASDA  is  fully  supportive  of  those 
initiatives  and  believes  they  should  be  given  a  chance  to  work.  USDA  has  the  experience  and  know-how 
to  do  the  job.  We  believe  we  should  stick  with  that  system  and  improve  it  along  the  lines  the  Secretary 
has  recommended  —  not  arbitrarily  move  an  agency  because  it  looks  more  pleasing  on  an  organization 
chart. 

While  we,  like  most  of  you,  are  anxious  to  know  more  about  how  this  proposal  will  change  the 
field  structure  of  the  organization,  we  are  perhaps  most  pleased  to  see  a  major  new  emphasis  on  service 
to  farmers  and  ranchers  with  the  creation  of  a  new  Farm  Service  Agency,  the  co-location  of  USDA  offices 
in  "service  centers'  and  the  InibShare  computer  system.  The  commitment  to  the  "one  stop  shopping 
concept"  is  right  on  target. 

We  believe  a  priority  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  the  development  of  the  InfoShare  system.  The 
&ster  that  the  various  agencies  of  USDA  can  "talk"  to  one  another,  review  a  farmer's  records  and  share 
information,  the  faster  that  farmer  is  going  to  be  served.  There  is  no  valid  reason  why  this  can't  happen 
even  before  agencies  are  actually  merged  —  if  they  are. 

Earlier,  I  briefly  alluded  to  a  potentially  overlooked  aspect  of  reorganization  and  suggested  that 
the  states  can  play  an  important  role  in  the  overall  reorganization  of  USDA.  NASDA  believes  it  is  a  role 
that  will  help  to  further  reduce  taxpayer  expense  and  improve  service  and  I'd  like  to  elaborate  on  it. 

All  of  you  are  well  familiar  with  the  field  structure  of  USDA  as  it  serves  the  farmers  and  ranchers 

—  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  —  and  the  Secretary  was  right  to  put  an  emphasis  on  improvement  in 
delivery.  But  there  is  also  the  very  dominant  field  presence  of  USDA  in  inspection,  grading  and 
marketing  activities  throughout  the  states  and  emphasis  needs  to  be  placed  on  improving  service  delivery 
and  efficiency  in  these  areas  as  well. 

The  state  departments  of  agricultiu^  are  vital  partners  with  USDA,  through  cooperative  programs, 
in  carrying  out  many  of  these  inspection  and  grading  activities.  But,  we  believe  there  is  substantial 
duplication  of  effort  between  the  states  and  the  federal  government  resulting  in  unnecessary  overhead  and 
administrative  costs  and  delays  to  industry.   We  urge  the  Congress  not  to  overlook  this  area. 

In  these  days  of  tight  budgets  —  both  federal  and  state  —  everyone  seems  to  be  looking  for  ways 
to  shift  costs  to  someone  else.    As  the  costs  of  federal/state  cooperative  programs  continue  to  increase 

—  as  they  are  with  inspection  and  grading  programs  particularly  —  there  is  the  very  real  possibility  that 
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states  will  choose  to  give  up  participation  in  a  given  program  because  the  costs  have  simply  become  too 
great.   That  would  shift  100%  of  the  cost  back  to  USDA. 

It  seems  to  us  that  not  a  serious  enough  effort  is  being  made  to  look  at  overhead  costs  and 
duplicative  activities  and  find  ways  to  reduce  them.  We  believe  the  entire  system  of  federal/state 
cooperative  programs  ought  to  be  reviewed  with  an  eye  toward  eliminating  duplicative  activities,  just  as 
the  Secretary  did  when  he  proposed  consolidating  from  43  to  30  agencies  when  he  found  duplication  of 
activities. 

The  bottom  line  of  all  this  is  really  very  simple:  there  is  a  job  that  needs  to  get  done.  We  should 
figure  out  who  can  best  perform  that  job  —  the  states,  the  federal  government,  or  a  federal/state 
cooperative  arrangement  —  and  eliminate  the  duplication.  This  will  free  up  valuable  resources  and  scarce 
dollars  to  apply  to  other  areas  of  need.    It  simply  makes  no  sense  anymore  to  duplicate  efforts. 

We've  been  saying  this  for  a  long  time  but  the  message  wasn't  getting  through.  Perhaps  now, 
while  we're  taking  the  time  to  reexamine  USDA's  missions  and  service  delivery  systems,  it  is  the  right 
time  to  also  look  at  the  federal/state  cooperative  relationship.  States  have  well-developed  capabilities  in 
inspection  and  grading  activities.  It's  time  they  were  utilized  more  effectively.  We  would  ask  that  the 
Congress,  exercising  its  prerogative  of  oversight  of  the  reorganization  process,  impress  upon  USDA  the 
need  to  streamline  marketing,  inspection,  and  grading  activates  too. 

NASDA  has  formed  a  working  committee  to  examine  federal/state  cooperative  programs  and  make 
our  recommendations  to  the  Secretary.  We  would  be  happy  to  provide  our  recommendations  to  this 
subcommittee  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  once  again  for  the  opportunity  to  present  NASDA *s  views. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee:  My  name  is  Steve  HoUis.  I  am  a 
Computer  Specialist,  and  since  1982, 1  have  worked  for  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  -  St. 
Louis  Finance  Office  and  Service  Center.  I  am  achially  in  Washington,  DC,  today  to  participate 
in  a  meeting  of  the  Information  Strategy  Plan  Team  for  the  USDA  Info  Share  project.  I  would 
be  glad  to  accept  any  questions  you  may  have  regarding  the  Info  Share  project;  however,  that  is 
not  the  reason  I  am  here  today. 

I  am  here  today  to  present  to  you  the  initial  reaction  of  rank-and-file  USDA  workers  to 
Secretary  Espy's  proposals  for  reorganizing  and  "reinventing"  USDA.  Through  my  statement  :o 
you  today,  the  unions  representing  most  USDA  workers  arc  speaking  with  one  voice. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  (AFGE).  AFGE 
is  the  largest  of  the  federal  unions,  representing  over  13,000  USDA  workers,  including  workers 
in  the  Fanners  Home  Administration  and  other  farm  service  and  rural  development  agencies. 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service,  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service,  Grain  Inspections,  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration,  Agricultural  Research  Service,  and  other  USDA  workers  such  as  the 
National  Finance  Center  in  New  Orleans.  AFGE  has  had  a  long  standing  process  of  reaching  out 
to  many  USDA  customers,  including  farmers,  rural  community  and  housing  organizations, 
environmental  and  consumer  organizations. 

The  American  Federation  of  State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees  (AFSCME)  is  one 
of  the  largest  unions  in  the  AFL-CIO.  Recently,  AFSCME  Council  26  here  in  Washington, 
DC,  has  organized  workers  at  the  national  headquarters  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 
(FmHA),  and  pending  the  results  of  an  election  this  coming  October  7,  at  the  headquarters  of  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS). 

At  the  request  of  committee  staff,  I  am  also  indirectly  representing  NASCOE,  the  National 
Association  of  ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  today.  NASCOE  believes  that  Seaetary  Espy's 
plan  can  be  improved  and  made  more  effective  by  the  inclusion  of  those  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS)  programs  which  impact  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  proposed  Farm  Service 
Agency  (FSA),  as  originally  proposed  in  President  Clinton's  "Vision  for  Change  in  America". 

On  September  7,  a  few  hours  prior  to  Secretary  Espy's  armounccment  of  his  initial 
proposals  to  reorganize  USDA,  Wardell  Townsend,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration, 
conducted  a  national  consultation  meeting  with  representatives  of  our  four  unions.  Secretary 
Townsend  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  has  been  designated  as  USDA's  "labor  liaison" 
in  charge  of  developing  a  partnership  between  top  USDA  management  and  the  unions 
representing  USDA  workers. 

Assistant  Secretary  Townsend  told  us  that  USDA  has  not  been  "as  inclusive  in  its 
National  Performance  Review  activities  to  date  as  we  would  have  liked".  He  emphasized  that  the 
Secretary's  reorganization  plans  constitute  initial  proposals,  and  that  the  details  are  "very  fluid". 
He  said  there  would  be  a  "partnership"  role  for  USDA  workers,  through  their  elected  union 
representatives,  with  respect  to  fleshing  out  the  details  and  implementation  of  the  Secretary's 
proposals.  He  specifically  referred  to  a  "legislation  task  force",  headed  by  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel,  and  an  "implementation  task  force,"  headed  by  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Seaetary. 


473 


All  four  USDA  unions  represented  in  that  meeting  are  imanimous  in  welcoming  the 
designation  of  Mr.  Townsend  as  Secretary  Elspy's  labor  liaison  for  department-wide  labor- 
management  issues,  and  are  pleased  that  formal  national  consultations  with  USDA  workers' 
representatives  have  Anally  been  initiated. 

In  fact,  each  of  our  unions  has  actively  sought,  since  the  November  elections,  to 
participate  in  development  of  a  partnership  between  federal  workere  and  the  new  administration 
to  achieve  the  dramatic  changes  in  the  federal  government  which  were  promised  in  last  year's 
election.  In  December  of  last  year,  AFGE  submitted  a  report  to  the  Qinton/Gore  Transition  Team 
on  USDA/FmHA  in  which  we  stated: 

"The  USDA  may  present  both  the  greatest  need  for  and  the  greatest  opportunity  for,  but 
also  the  greatest  challenges  to,  the  concept  of  reinventing  government." 

We  welcomed  the  appointment  of  Mike  Espy  as  the  new  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and 
initiated  a  meeting  regarding  reinvention  of  USDA  which  took  place  on  June  29  with  Deputy 
Secretary  Rominger,  Undersecretary  Nash,  Assistant  Secretary  Townsend,  and  other  top  USDA 
officials.  The  AFGE  delegation  at  that  meeting  was  headed  by  our  National  President,  John 
Sturdivant.  So  that  the  development  of  this  relationship,  and  the  full  range  of  issues  we  believe 
must  be  addressed,  can  be  understood,  I  respectfully  request  these  two  documents  —  the 
Transition  Report  and  our  Issues  Presented  to  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger  —  be  entered  into  the 
official  record  of  this  hearing. 
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Where  do  USDA  workers  stand  today  with  respect  to  Secretary  Espy's  reorganization 
We  support  the  following  goals  set  by  the  Secretary  in  his  Team  USDA  Summary": 


o  improve  the  delivery  of  service  to  USDA  customers, 

o  remain  consistent  with  the  mandated  missions  of  USDA, 

o  make  the  USDA  a  better  place  for  employees, 

o  save  the  taxpayer's  money, 

o  improve  farm  income  and  simplify/improve  service  to  farmers, 

0  aggressive  regulatory  actions  to  maintain  and  heighten  the  safety  and  quality  of  the  food 

supply, 
o  sharing  space,  services,  and  equipment  in  consolidated  field  offices  to  lower  overhead 

costs  while  creating  one-stop  shopping  for  customers  (remember:  rural  housing  is  our 

customer  too),  and 
o  strengthening  workforce  (and  customer)  diversity. 

We  are  not  at  all  opposed  to  consolidating  USDA  agencies  or  functions  in  the  interests 
of  higher  quality  and  more  efficient  program  service  delivery,  so  long  as  the  first  things  that  are 
streamlined  are  utmecessary  layers  of  middle  management  and  the  uimecessary  and  costly 
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contracting-out  of  work  that  could  be  performed  more  effectively  and  efficiently  by  front-line 
USDA  workers. 

Achievement  of  these  goals  will  require  a  massive  cultural  change  within  the  USDA 
workforce,  and  our  relationship  with  our  customers  in  rural  America.  Such  cultural  changes 
cannot  be  achieved  except  through  a  proactive  partnership  with  the  front-line,  non-supervisory 
workers,  through  their  elected  representatives. 

All  four  unions  of  USDA  workers  requested  that  "partnership  councils"  be 
implemented  within  USDA,  program  by  program.  If  this  is  not  done,  it  will  be  the  front- 
line workers  "on  the  bottom'  who  will  lose  jobs  from  attrition  or  RIFs. 

We  propose  to  build  on  the  high  level  "model"  established,  at  least  in  part,  by  Vice 
President  Gore's  NPR  process.  The  NPRC  involved  the  unions,  on  a  national  level,  in  the  general 
task  forces  which  reviewed  government-wide  regulations  and  related  issues.  At  the  same  time, 
individual  departments  and  agencies  were  urged  to  involve  the  unions  representing  their  woricers 
in  the  agency-specific  NPR  teams,  and  some  departments  did.  USDA  has  some  catching  up  to 
do  in  this  regard. 

Following  a  similar  approach,  we  hope  to  work  with  Secretary  Espy  to  reach  agreement 
quickly  on: 

1.  National  level  union  participation  in  the  legislative  and  implementation  teams  which  are 
being  formed  at  the  department  level  for  the  detailed  implementation  of  Secretary  Espy's 
goals  for  "Team  USDA," 

2.  Establishment  of  a  department-level  "partnership  council"  to  address  ongoing  labor- 
management  relations  issues,  and 

3.  We  propose  that  "partnership  councils"  be  established  in  each  of  the  major  program  areas. 
Major  program  areas  could  include,  for  example,  farm  income,  farm  credit,  trade,  rural 
housing,  rural  communities  and  utilities,  rural  business  and  cooperative  development, 
conservation  and  the  environment,  food  safety,  nutrition  and  hunger,  forestry,  research, 
etc.  Large  or  complex  program  areas  may  need  to  be  subdivided,  and  smaller  program 
areas  may  need  to  be  combined  into  logical  units. 

4.  We  propose  that  USDA  take  one  more  step  toward  true  "total  quality  partnership"  by 
providing  a  process  to  hear  directly  from  representatives  of  USDA  customers  (farmers, 
rural  housing,  mral  communities,  environmentalists,  consumers,  food  stamp  recipients, 
etc.)  in  these  program  area  partnership  councils. 

5.  Secretary  Espy  should  give  these  program  area  councils  a  relatively  short  time  frame  (and 
the  resources  they  need)  to  address: 
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a.  justification  for  the  program(s); 

b.  proposed  strategic  improvements  in  the  program(s),  both  policy  and  funding;  and 

c.  proposed  administrative  restructuring  of  the  program  delivery  functions,  including  the 
numbers,  types,  grades,  and  locations  of  the  workforce  and  the  methods  and  means  of 
performing  work. 

Let  me  explain  how  we  see  this  working,  and  why  it  is  necessary. 

The  key  thing  is  that  such  a  partnership  council  approach  would  make  the  process  of 
working  out  the  details  of  Secretary  Espy's  plan  as  "nonpolitical"  as  possible. 


JUSTIFYING  THE  PROGRAMS 

Some  people  say  that  reinventing  government  is  not  enough,  that  some  government 
programs  should  simply  be  abolished.  We  agree  that  there  may  be  some  USDA  program 
functions  that  caimot  be  cost-justified  as  we  move  into  the  21st  century. 

For  example,  I  personally  know  of  someone  who  works  full-time  for  USDA,  on 
marketing  strategies  for  Kiwi  firuit.  Is  this  really  necessary?  There's  also  the  example  which  I 
heard  some  of  you  discuss  during  the  FY  '94  agriculture  appropriations  mark-up  where  USDA 
paid  for  doormats  at  all  McDonald's  restaurants  in  other  countries  promoting  orange  juice. 

USDA  workers  do  believe  that  need  should  be  a  key  factor  in  restructuring  USDA.  In  a 
survey  we  are  doing  with  USDA  workers  nationally,  we  asked  what  criteria  they  feel  should  be 
used  in  determining  what  ofHces  or  functions  to  consolidate,  close,  or  rebuild. 

A  cooperative  education  student-trainee  from  Teimessee  State  University  said: 

"Need  should  be  the  number  one  determining  factor  when  consideration  is  given  to 
reorganizing.  There  are  some  areas  in  the  US  that  do  not  need  as  much  government 
assistance  as  others.  Areas  that  do  not  need  as  much  assistance  do  not  need  as  much 
attention  as  areas  that  do. " 

A  County  Office  Assistant  from  Oklahoma  said: 

"Public  demand.  We  must  first  consider  the  needs  of  the  community. " 

An  Assistant  County  Supervisor  from  Montana  gave  a  good  overall  picture  of  the  criteria  which 
should  be  used  for  reorganizing  USDA: 

"Should  be  based  on  population,  mileage,  and  need.  Eight  now,  not  all  the  people  who 
could  benefit  from  the  FmHA  programs  are  getting  them  because  of  not  knowing  about 
them  and  the  distance  they  must  travel  to  get  the  service. " 
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Just  as  there  are  some  USDA  progiams  which  may  need  to  be  abolished  or  reduced,  there 
are  others  which  may  need  to  be  increased  or  expanded.  We  agree,  for  example,  with  Secretary 
Espy's  elevation  of  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services  within  the  department.  We  also  agree 
with  the  following  statements  by  Moises  Loza,  executive  director  of  the  Housing  Assistance 
Council,  in  a  "Letter  to  the  Editor"  published  in  the  Washington  Post  on  September  10: 

"The  Farmers  Home  Administration,  while  imperfect,  has  provided  a  public  service  to 
millions  of  rural  Americans.  The  constituency  for  many  FmHA  rural  housing  programs 
is  low-income  people  in  desperate  need  of  assistance  to  combat  deplorable  housing 
conditions  and  excessively  high  housing  costs.  The  FmHA  -eligible  population  in  the  rural 
United  States  requires  subsidies  to  afford  adequate  housing.  Most  of  these  individuals  and 
families  are  employed  -  they  simply  don't  make  enough  money  to  afford  decent,  modest 
housing... " 

"In  the  past  20  years,  there  has  been  a  strong  correlation  between  FmHA  appropriations 
and  rural  housing  quality.  The  number  of  rural  housing  units  without  complete  plumbing 
facilities,  once  a  rampant  problem  throughout  rural  America,  declined  dramatically  in  the 
1970s,  when  FmHA  expenditures  reached  their  peak.  In  the  1980s,  when  all  federal 
housing  programs  were  slashed,  improvements  in  rural  housing  quality  slowed 
significantly.  Continued  federal  support  of  rttral  housing  is  critical  if  improvements  in 
rural  housing  quality  are  to  continue. " 


STRATEGIC  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  POUCY  AND  FUNDING 

This  is  where  we  have  the  most  questions  and  concerns  about  Secretary  Espy's  "Team 
USDA"  proposals.  It  is  not  yet  clear  to  us  whether  they  represent  new  directions,  a  redistribution 
of  USDA  resources,  or  simply  a  further  degeneration  of  existing  programs  and  policies  put  in 
place  by  the  previous  administration.  We  arc  especially  concerned  about  those  at  the  bottom  of 
the  economic  ladder,  both  within  USDA  itself,  and  within  our  client  base  and  constituency. 

FmHA  programs  —  which  include  housing,  farm  ownership  and  operating,  community 
development,  waste  and  water,  and  business  &  industry  loan  and  grant  programs  —  are  the 
primary  USDA  programs  targeted  towards  the  rural  poor.  Historically,  they  were  all  placed  under 
FmHA  to  maintain  both  the  political  clout,  and  the  particular  expertise  and  program  delivery 
capability,  needed  to  serve  very  low  to  moderate  income  rural  Americans,  including  small 
farmers.  We  fear  that  Secretary  Espy's  proposal  to  disperse  these  programs  into  newly 
consolidated  agencies  whose  main  focus  may  be  on  big  formers  (Farm  Service  Agency)  and  big 
business/housing  developers  (Rural  Community  Development  and  Rural  Business  Development 
Services)  could  further  weaken  the  govenmient's  commitment  to  those  most  in  need  in  rural 
America. 
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The  Secretary's  plan,  as  so  far  developed,  docs  not  spell  out  finn  policy,  funding,  or 
staffing  and  program  delivery  commitments  that  would  answer  the  following  types  of  critical 
questions: 

o  How  will  higher  farm  income  be  achieved?  Will  it  be  high  enough  to  cover  the  costs  of 

production?  As  Willie  Nelson  asked  both  Secretary  Espy  and  President  Qinton  last  week, 
when  will  the  commodity  loan  rates  be  raised? 

o  Does  "farmer  firiendly"  mean  more  faimeis  instead  of  fewer  fanners?  Docs  it  mean 

f>olicies  to  reverse  the  loss  of  African-American  and  other  small  farmers?  What  USDA 
programs  will  be  used  to  accomplish  this?  What  assistance  will  be  provided  to  new  or 
restarting  fanners  to  maximize  their  success?  Where  are  programs  for  marketing 
assistance  for  small  farmers  who  are  trying  to  develop  local  and  regional,  rather  than 
international,  cooperative  marketing  approaches?  Docs  the  placement  of  the  FSA  under 
the  Undersecretary  for  Trade  imply  an  assumption  regarding  NAFTA  and  GATT,  which 
Congress  has  not  yet  approved?  Will  farm  credit  regulations  be  modified  to  make  it  easier 
for  farmere  to  qualify  for  ownership  and  operating  loans?  Will  grants  be  used?  How  will 
cross-compliance  with  environmental  and  conservation  laws  and  regulations  be 
accomplished  unless  SCS  is  part  of  the  FSA?  Will  farmers  be  provided  economic  and 
technical  assistance  to  move  towards  more  sustainable  agricultural  practices  —  or  will 
they  simply  be  regulated  and  "policed"  with  respect  to  the  environmental  and  conservation 
concerns? 

o  What  are  the  USDA's  goals  regarding  rural  housing  issues  such  as  construction  of 

adequate  housing  stock,  support  for  maintenance  and  upkeep  of  current  housing  stock, 
adequate  rental  assistance  and  quality  control  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  very  low- 
income  rural  people?  How  will  these  programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for  program 
delivery?  Will  a  whole  new  field  office  structure  be  created  under  the  proposed  Rural 
Community  Development  Service?  Will  rural  housing  grant  and  loan  programs  be 
increased  back  towards  the  needed  levels  prior  to  the  cuts  of  the  1980s? 

o  Will  rural  business  and  economic  development  focus  on  community-based  economic 

development?  How  can  family  farming  be  separated  from  rural  development?  How  will 
rural  development  programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for  program  delivery  to  truly  small  and 
minority  farms,  businesses,  and  economically  depressed  rural  communities?  Will  there  be 
increased  USDA  emphasis  on  programs  of  assistance  to  farm  workers,  and  how  will  these 
programs  be  funded  and  staffed  for  delivery? 

o  There  is  a  major  need  for  improved  outreach,  education,  and  training  programs  targeted 

to  the  rural  constituencies  our  programs  are  supposed  to  serve.  How  will  such  efforts  be 
funded  and  staffed?  Will  "one  stop-shopping"  really  mean  that  USDA  will  proactively 
inform  clients  of  all  the  services  available  to  them,  and  help  these  clients  negotiate  the 
best  assistance  for  their  particular  situations,  as  we  were  allowed  to  do  prior  to  the  1980s? 
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We  believe  these  tupes  of  questions  should  be  addressed  when  detennining  the  numbeis 
of  USDA  ofHces  needed,  their  locations,  and  their  staffing  levels. 

DETERMINING  THE   NUMBERS,   TYPES,   AND   LOCATIONS   OF   STAFF   FOR 
PROGRAM  DEUVERY  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

It  is  in  this  area  that  the  Unions  representing  USDA  workers  perhaps  have  the  greatest 
contribution  to  make  to  achieving  a  meaningful  reinvention  of  USDA.  And,  of  course,  this  is  also 
the  area  of  greatest  concern  to  most  USDA  workers. 

On  the  administrative  level,  we  believe  that  Secretary  Espy's  proposal  may,  in  fact,  not 
go  far  enough.  Pending  further  discussion,  for  example,  we  tentatively  believe  the  following  types 
of  functions  should  actually  be  consolidated  at  the  Department  level,  rather  than  the 
Undersecretary  level  as  proposed: 

o  The  National  Appeals  Staff  should  be  answerable  only  to  the  Secretary,  and  consolidated 

with  the  AIJ  staff,  if  it  is  to  be  truly  independent  of  the  program  areas  which  it  reviews. 
We  support  Senator  Conrad's  legislation  on  this  issue. 

o  There  needs  to  be  a  strengthened  EEO/Civil  Rights  investigative  staff,  to  independently 

investigate  each  and  every  complaint  of  discrimination  by  USDA  employees  or  clients, 
with  the  power  to  enter  remedies,  including  damages  and  disciplinary  actions. 

o  Our  unions  represent  a  large  number  of  front-line  computer  specialist  and  accounting 

technician  support  workers  in  Washington,  DC,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
What  Secretary  Espy  plans  to  do  with  these  functions  is  not  clear;  our  members  will  have 
many  positive  suggestions  to  make. 

With  respect  to  program  delivery,  there  should  be  an  equitable  distribution  of  resources 
(staff,  physical  assets,  funds)  to  each  program  area  based  on  need,  the  type  of  clients  involved, 
and  the  strategic  program  directions.  Qients  should  not  have  to  travel  too  far  to  get  to  the  offices. 
A  member  of  the  Inteitribal  Agriculture  Council  told  us  of  a  farmer  in  Oklahoma  who  had  to 
travel  90  miles  each  way  seven  times  just  to  get  a  loan. 

Some  of  the  issues  raised  by  USDA  field  office  workers  are  as  follows: 

"Services  provided  to  family  farms  (and  low-income  housing  and  community  development 
clients)  should  be  broader  than  those  provided  to  corporate  farms  and  big  businesses  — 
and  should  include  simplified  paperwork  with  faster  service.  Those  offices  serving  die 
family  farmer  and  low-income  rural  people  should  be  expanded  to  offer  a  much  broader 
range  of  services.  Those  offices  serving  corporate  farms  or  big  businesses  should  be 
closed  or  consolidated. "  -  Computer  Specialist,  St.  Louis 
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"Reinventing  might  be  good,  if  they  start  from  the  top  down.  Cut  out  the  fat  at  the  top 
because  there  is  none  in  this  field  office.  In  fact,  I  donate  hours  every  week  just  in  order 
to  keep  my  head  above  level.  Cut  out  those  reports.  Let  them  get  info  off  the  computer. 
Washington  decides  they  want  a  survey  and  they  do  not  give  you  a  time  frame  that  is 
decent.  All  your  other  work  has  to  cease,  so  you  miss  a  time  frame  on  what  you  are 
doing. "  -  Texas  Assistant  County  Supervisor 

"Start  cutting  positions  from  the  top  down,  as  promised.  Truly  listen  to  employee 
suggestions  rather  than  asking  for  them  as  a  means  to  pacify  field  office  staff. "  - 
Nebraska  County  office 

"Consider  number  of  clients  served,  distance  clients  must  travel  for  service,  need  for 
services  in  community,  rural/urban  orientation. "  -  North  Carolina  County  Supervisor 

"Job  specialization  will  be  needed  due  to  complexities  in  administering  programs  at  the 
county  level. "  -  South  Dakota  County  Employee 

At  the  bottom  line,  we  support  the  concept  of  "one  stop  shopping"  and 
colocation/consolidation  of  field  offices  —  if  it  means  reducing  the  numbers  of  middle 
management  and  the  layers  of  bureaucracy  in  order  to  adequately  staff  and  fund  the  front-line 
workers,  does  not  require  low-income  clients  to  travel  too  far,  and  is  handled  to  minimize  the 
negative  impact  on  our  current  workers.  Attrition  and  RIFs  will  only  cause  those  at  the  bottom 
to  end  up  on  the  street,  so  negotiating  directly  with  the  unions  is  really  the  only  way  to  achieve 
Secretary  Espy's  stated  goals. 

Finally,  we  know  Congress  is  interested  in  finding  ways  to  reduce  paperwork  and 
streamline  the  delivery  of  services.  Front-line  USDA  workers  have  plenty  of  good  ideas  on  ways 
to  accomplish  those  goals. 

"Contracting  is  the  biggest  culprit.  Too  many  papers  to  accomplish  one  job,  leaves  lots 
of  room  for  errors.  It  takes  four  different  forms  just  to  request  one  check  to  pay  for 
property  taxes. "  -  Pennsylvania  County  Program  Assistant 

"Untie  our  hands  and  let  us  do  our  job.  Remove  the  reviews  we  have.  Give  us  the  money 
to  make  loans.  Remove  the  outdated  regulations. "  -A  Washington  State  County  Employee 

"All  forms  to  be  put  on  computer.  ...put  more  people  in  contact  with  the  public  we  are  to 
serve.  Many  unnecessary  forms  are  used  that  have  no  bearing  on  feasibility  of  project. 
Less  review  staff.  ...Work  in  this  office  has  potential  to  be  reviewed  four  times. "  -  New 
Mexico  field  employee 

Finally,  all  four  USDA  unions  are  unanimous  in  our  view  that  restructuring  the 
USDA  should  result  in  improved,  not  worse,  pay,  benefits,  and  staffing  levels  among  front- 
line workers.  This  is  where  "the  rubber  meets  the  road"  in  terms  of  improved  "customer 
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service".  This  can  be  accomplished  by  reducing  the  unnecessary  layers  of  middle 
management  and  the  "review  and  control"  bureaucracy,  and  by  eliminating  waste,  abuse, 
and  misuse  of  USDA's  contracting  out  program. 

One  worker  said: 

"Keep  employees  informed  about  what  is  going  on.  We  sit  out  here  in  the  field  and 
wonder  if  we  will  have  a  job  tomorrow.  I'm  a  female  single  parent  and  all  the  above 
issues  are  very  important  to  me.  Why  should  I  put  more  effort  or  work  harder  when  I'm 
facing  a  cut  in  benefits  and  pay?..." 

Another  woricer  from  my  office  in  St.  Louis  said: 

"It  wasn't  more  than  two  years  ago  that  the  GOVERNMENT  made  a  deal  with  federal 
employees  about  comparability.  Just  because  an  administration  changes  doesn't  mean 
previous  agreements  are  invalidated  We  are  people,  not  a  potential  cost  cut!" 

A  community  and  business  programs  specialist  said: 

"My  concern  is  for  those  of  us  in  USDA,  and  all  of  government  service,  who  are 
struggling  to  make  ends  meet  It  appears  that  we  are  the  last  ones  anyone  thinks  about 
in  regards  to  enjoying  a  life  of  being  financially  secure.  However,  we  are  the  first  to  have 
our  pay  cut  or  raises  terminated.  This  causes  serious  cases  of  low  morale  and  decreases 
job  production  and  quality.  Employees  who  are  worried  constantly  about  how  they  will 
support  their  families  cannot  give  their  full  and  undivided  attention  to  their  job  during 
work  hours. " 

We  have  previously  submitted  information  regarding  the  problems  with  waste  in  USDA's 
contracting  out  program  to  the  administration  and  to  your  committee.  Some  of  that  is  contained 
in  the  documents  which  I  have  entered  into  the  record  of  this  hearing. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  add  some  of  the  voices  of  front-line  USDA  workers. 

An  Assistant  County  Supervisor  from  Montana: 

"We  spend  $20-25,000  per  year  on  a  loan  making/loan  servicing  contractor,  and 
approximately  $22, 700  per  year  on  appraisal  contracting.  The  administrative  cost  of 
contracting  is  not  included  in  those  figures.  I'm  sure  this  cost  would  be  staggering, 
considering  the  process  we  go  through.  Three  offices,  GS-II  and  up,  handle  each 
contract  request.  Each  spends  close  to  one  hour  in  processing  time.  I  have  shown  the 
District  Director  the  savings  in  performing  the  work  ourselves  rather  than  contracting 
out.  Over  2  million  dollars  a  year  could  be  saved  each  year  in  the  state  of  Montana 
alone.  A  GS-7  assistance  county  supervisor  could  be  hired  for  each  of  the  24  county 
offices  in  Montana  at  an  annual  salary  of  $23,000  plus  with  a  $10,000/year  training 
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budget  for  less  cost  than  contracting.  The  end  results  would  be  better  quality  work 
performed  in  a  timely  manner  at  less  cost  to  the  taxpayer.  To  me,  this  satisfies  the  criteria 
desired  by  this  administration.  Better  service  at  less  cost!" 

A  County  Office  Assistant  from  North  Dakota: 

"Government  workers  should  be  doing  farmer  program  servicing  instead  of  the 
contractors.  We  have  to  review  the  contractors  work  anyway.  Save  time  and  money  and 
reduce  conflict  between  the  borrower  and  FmHA  by  doing  it  ourselves.  The  farmer  does 
not  like  to  have  a  contractor  do  their  year -end  analysis  or  servicing.  USDA  loses  touch 
with  our  farmer  program  borrowers.  It  does  not  create  good  public  relations. " 

And  a  County  Supervisor  from  Mississippi: 

"As  a  general  rule,  government  employees  could  do  the  work  better... For  example,  in  our 
office,  a  GS-4  clerk  could  do  all  the  interest  credits,  act  as  a  real  estate  broker  and  show 
our  houses  for  us,  and  still  have  plenty  of  time  left  over  to  aid  in  other  clerical  activities, 
all  at  a  cheaper  cost  than  the  $40,000  we  paid  on  those  two  contracts  least  year. " 

Our  unions  are  also  very  concerned  about  contracting  out  of  the  Forest  Service  job  corps. 

The  proper  use  of  contracting  is  for  the  government  to  gain  temporary  expertise  that  is 
needed  but  not  available  in  our  workforce.  In  the  field,  for  example,  there  are  many  farm  and 
rural  advocacy  organizations,  generally  nonprofits,  who  have  developed  much  expertise  and 
should  be  used  by  USDA  for  outreach,  training,  and  perhaps,  in  some  cases,  some  service 
delivery. 

On  the  Info  Share  project,  there  is  a  great  need  for  top  USDA  management  to  contraa 
wath,  and  use  the  expertise  of  a  consultant  of  the  caliber  of  James  Martin  &  Co.  What  is 
frustrating  and  counter-productive  is  when  we  contract  out  for  outside  "expertise"  and  the 
contractor  personnel  arc  no  more  "expert"  than  we  are.  Or,  when  our  supervisor  requests  $78,000 
for  training  and  travel  support  for  in-housc  workers  on  the  Executive  Information  System  and 
is  told,  instead,  to  spend  some  $350,000  and  government  employee  administrative  time  to  have 
a  contractor  help  with  the  EIS  system.  I  have  with  me  a  letter  from  a  co-worker  that  was  just 
written  about  another  example  of  wasteful  and  abusive  contracting  out  practices  in  the  security 
office,  which  I  would  also  like  to  enter  into  the  official  record  of  this  hearing. 

When  federal  employees  can  do  the  work,  they  should  do  it,  and  contracting  should  be 
reserved  for  truely  extraordinary  "consulting"  puri>oses. 

Contracting  for  equipment  also  needs  to  be  revised.  A  field  office  employee  fit>m 
Vermont  reported: 


10 


482 


"Instead  of  letting  one  company  provide  equipment  for  all  of  USDA/FmHA,  give  us  a 
petty  cash  fund  to  go  down  to  a  heal  store  and  purchase  a  fax  machine.  Let  us  support 
our  local  business.  It  took  me  a  year  to  receive  an  office  chair  to  replace  my  broken  one. 
It  would  be  easier  if  I  couWve  gone  to  a  local  store,  picked  out  the  chair,  okayed  it  with 
the  state  office,  sent  in  a  voucher  for  the  amount,  and  when  we  received  the  check,  gone 
down  and  bought  the  chair. " 

SUMMARY  POINTS  OF  VIEW  FROM  USDA  WORKERS 

"Reinvent  management!...Management  must  know  what  programs  they  are 
managing...Severely  cut  management  staffing  from  Washington  to  level  of  agency  that 
works  with  the  public.  Put  management  in  field  to  see  what  they  are  managing...This  is 
no  different  with  Mr.  Espy,  what  past  experience  does  he  have  with  brass  tacks,  and 
everyday  operation  at  USDA  activities  in  specific  counties.  It  is  unreasonable  to  expect 
him  to  know  but  who  is  helping  him  to  make  decisions  based  on  past  experience  of  rfce 
front-line  workers.  Are  they  informed  decisions?  The  public  is  what  matters,  not  politics. 
All  front  line  employees  are  non-political..."  -  Pennsylvania  ACS 

"If  they  are  serious  get  it  done  quickly  and  keep  everyone  informed  as  to  when  and  how. 
Combine  all  agencies  to  be  consolidated  at  the  top  first  and  get  rid  of  the  unnecessary 
middle  management  The  field  offices  can  still  function  through  the  reorganization 
process. "  -  Another  Pennsylvania  ACS 

"USDA  asked  for  input  from  employees  about  reinventing  government.  They  should  have 
reinvented  how  to  ask  for  input  Field  employees  received  the  questionnaire  exactly  i 
weeks  after  it  was  dated  and  had  exactly  1  day  to  complete  the  questionnaire  and  have 
it  received  in  Washington  This  was  only  lip  service... "  -  New  Jersey  District  Office  "I'm 
not  so  sure  that  taking  housing  away  from  FmHA  is  wise.  Setting  up  a  new,  consolidated 
agency,  such  as  USDA  Farm  Service  and  Rural  Development  Agency  is  cost-effective. 
We  have  been  doing  a  great  job  as  we  are  and  no  one  seems  to  acknowledge  it  I  have 
helped  a  lot  of  well-deserving  people  into  homes  and  helped  farmers  who  have  become 
successful.  We  work  our  'you  know  whats'  off  in  the  County  Office  and  our  input  isn't 
considered!.'!"  -  New  Jeisey  County  Office 

"We  all  benefit  by  strength  in  agriculture.  Our  heritage  and  our  wealth  as  a  nation  is 
derived  fi-om  our  success  in  agriculture.  Return  prosperity  to  the  family  farm  and  rural 
America  will  once  again  gain  strength  and  prosperity.  Commodity  prices  must  be  such 
a  family  farmer  can  make  a  living  and  retool  his  machinery  and  pay  his  land  notes. 
Disaster  assistance  should  at  least  be  a  partial  grant  A  farmer  (not  having  parity  since 
2914)  cannot  borrow  his  way  out  of  debt "  -  Texas  County  Office 

In  closing,  a  County  Supervisor  from  North  Carolina  with  31  years  of  service  expressed  the 
woricers'  point  of  view  well,  when  he  wrote: 
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"Bring  pay  in  line  with  private  industry  to  encourage  quality  workers.  Provide  incentives 
for  early  retirement  and  make  jobs  available  for  younger  employees.  Eliminate  politics 
from  who  gets  hired  and  fired.  Make  performance  ratings  simply  and  understandable  for 
supervisors  and  employees.  Reorganize  USDA  but  keep  good  programs  that  work.  (Don't 
throw  the  baby  out  with  the  bath  water.)  Provide  modem  computer  equipment  that  works, 
with  good  programming.  Allow  flexibility  in  work  hours.  Hire  only  top  quality  employees, 
not  just  anyone  who  walks  in.  Pay  them  welL  Reduce  paperwork  and  reporting 
requirements...  Have  specialized  staff  who  don't  have  to  ben  an  'expert'  in  all  areas,  but 
keep  people  in  the  communities  served  by  employing  additional  person  for  field. " 

There  are  USDA  workers,  and  clients,  in  virtually  every  Congressional  District  in  the  country. 
We  hope  that  the  Administration  and  Congress  will  allow  USDA  workers,  through  their  elected 
union  representatives,  to  jointly  address  all  of  these  concerns  through  the  promised  "partnership 
council"  approach.  If  that  happens,  we  will  then  be  able  to  come  back  to  the  Congress  together 
with  a  detailed  reorganization  plan  that  is  supported  by  all.  Let's  do  it  right,  even  if  that  takes 
a  little  more  time! 


(Attachments  follow:) 
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Introduction 

The  American  Federation  of  Government  Rmployees  (AFGE),  AFL-OO,  is  the 
largest  federal  sector  imion,  representing  over  700,000  federal  workers  in  the  civilian 
agencies  of  the  federal  government  AFGE  Local  3354  is  the  largest  Local  Union  within 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA,  representing  over  700  employees  of  the 
FmHA  National  Finance  Of&ce  in  St  Louis,  MissoiirL 

Hie  FmHA  employees  we  represent  in  St  Louis  include: 

•  Accoimting  Technicians  and  Qerical  positions,  which  provide  support  services 
to  FmHA's  over  2000  field  offices  in  maintaiTiing  borrowers  accounts, 
especially  the  con^lez  accounts  and  transactions,  in  the  FmHA's  con^uterized 
accoimting  systems 

•  Computer  Specialists,  Systems  Analysts,  and  Instructor  Specialists  responsible 
for  the  development,  maintenance,  training  and  "Centralized  Help"  assistance 
for  FmHA's  Information  Systems  (the  St  Louis  ISM  group  is  the  largest 
in-house  systems  development  group  within  the  USDA). 

As  govemmem  workers  and  ta:q)ayers,  we  are  concerned,  not  onfy  about  our  own 
job  security,  income  securi^,  and  working  conditions,  but  also  about  the  policy  direc- 
tions taken  by  our  agencies.  AFGE  Local  3354,  since  1984,  has  been  active  in  network- 
ing with  USDA  and  FmHA  field  office  employees,  the  North  American  Farm  Alliance, 
the  Rural  Coalition,  the  National  Riual  Housing  Coalition,  the  National  Family  Farm 
Coalition,  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance  Fund,  and  other 
farm  and  rural  advocates  and  organizations. 

It  is  from  this  background  tiiat  we  offer  these  views  and  recommendations  regarding 
the  future  direction  of  USDA/FmHA.  We  look  forward  to  "rolling  up  our  sleeves"  and 
working  cooperatively  with  the  incoming  Climon/Gore  administration. 
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Executive  Summaiy 

The  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA)  may  present  both  the 
greatest  need  for  and  the  greatest  opportunity  for,  but  also  the  greatest  challenges  to, 
the  concept  of  "reinventing  government".  What  we  hope  to  make  dear  in  this  Report 
is  that 

•  Ail  of  the  evils  of  Tleaganomics"  have  been  groimd  deeply  into  topsoil,  perhaps 
the  subsoil,  of  the  USDA,  including  a)  trickle-down  economics;  b)  the  Robin 
Hood  in  Reverse  principle  of  taking  from  the  poor  and  giving  to  the  rich;  c)  the 
privatization  of  government;  d)  the  burrowing  in  of  "foxes  in  charge  of  the 
chicken  coop"  to  dismantle  government  from  within  through  incoirqietence, 
waste,  fraud,  and  abuse;  e)  the  social  control  of  people  through  the  "reverse 
political  correctness"  of  the  religious  right;  and  f)  the  total  disrespect  for 
democracy  and  due  process  exenq)lified  by  the  Iran-Contra  affair 

but  that 

•  The  traditional  rural  roots  of  barn-razing  and  quilt-making  values  of  neighbor 
hewing  neighbor,  combined  with  hard  work  and  resilience,  have  not  been 
completely  stomped  out  among  either  USD  A's  workers  or  its  traditional  clients. 
Mai^  USDA  branch  offices  in  most  rural  coxmties,  where  many  dedicated 
workers  put  in  long  hours  (often  iu5)aid)  to  try  to  give  personal  assistance  to 
their  USDA  dient  neighbors,  still  exist  In  addition,  like  a  "thousand  points  of 
light",  hvmdreds  of  community-based  non-government,  often  nonprofit,  groups 
have  sprung  up  to  conduct  advocacy,  educational,  and  technical  assistance  work 
among  low  to  moderate  income  rural  people  aroimd  farming,  housing,  and 
community  issues.  And  the  geogrs^hical  diversity  of  USDA  workers  and  clients 
is  matched  only  by  the  range  of  issues  aroimd  which  coahtions  have  been  built 
between  USDA  workers  and  the  people  we  serve  -  from  agriculture  and  food 
production,  to  food  safety  and  assistance,  to  trade  and  the  environment,  to 
providing  housing  for  the  homeless,  to  community-based  econoinic 
development  projects  and  cooperatives.  There  are  tremendous  potential 
resources  here  for  some  real  rural  economic  revitalization  and  environmental 
integrity  from  the  bottom  up,  if  we  can  get  past  the  trickle  down. 

KEY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Although  there  are  many  subordinate  and  related  issues  and  recommendations,  we 
believe  the  changes  needed  in  USDA  can  be  focused  on  five  k^  areas: 
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2)  The  USDA  mast  be  refocased  on  overcomiiig  rural  poverty  throng  com- 
mnnity-based  development,  with  a  renewed  emphasis  on  rural  housing 
programs.  A  balanced  rural  development  strategy  must  provide  a  future  for  all 
communities.  Many  rural  communities  have  been  bypassed  by  current  develop- 
ment strategies  which  focus  single-mindedly  on  attracting  outside  industry  as 
the  primary  souTce  of  employment.  An  alternative  strategy  views  the  community 
as  the  basic  unit  of  development  Local  resources  and  ideas  are  used  to  create  a 
diverse  and  inclusive  economic  base  which  is  more  flexible  to  new  possibilities 
and  less  vulnerable  to  decisions  and  conditions  beyond  the  control  of  the  com- 
munit^i; 

»  Recognize  the  substantial  need  for  decent,  affordable  housing  in  rural  America. 
Within  budget  limits,  increase  spending  for  low-  income  rural  housing  programs 
as  recommended  by  the  Housing  Assistance  Coimdl  and  National  Rural 
Housing  CoaiitioiL  Target  federal  resources  to  those  most  in  need  by  virtue  of 
their  very  low  incomes,  their  substandard  housing,  past  patterns  of 
discrimination,  and  ensuring  that  rural  areas  receive  a  fair  share  of  total  federal 
housing  subsidies  based  on  need  (and  continued  effective  program  delivery 
through  FmHA,  with  its  rural  office  structure  and  history,  which  cannot  be 
matched  by  HUD).  (2)(3) 

»  Promote  the  participation  of  rural  noiq)rofit  groups  in  low-income  housing 
development.  Many  such  groups  lack  capacity  to  tap  existing  programs.  The 
federal  government  should  provide  $30  to  $50  million  annually  in  opacity- 
building  grants  for  administrative  and  other  expenses  of  rural  housing 
nonprofits;  expand  the  nor5)rofit  setaside  in  rural  rental  housing;  and  consider 
lining  noiqjrofits  for  some  agen<y  functions.  (2)(3)(4) 

•  Provide  support  and  incentives  for  community-based  economic  development  in 
persistently  poor  rural  counties,  those  that  are  at  or  below  70%  of  the  national 
median  income,  have  consistentfy  high  unemployment  rates,  and  have  half  or 
more  of  their  populations  composed  of  people  of  color.  Incentives  should  be  in 
the  form  of  lower  inatrhing  requirements  for  grants,  more  grants,  reduced  or 
compensatory  interest  rates  on  loans,  "development  debentures"  that  require 
repayment  over  timp-  based  on  the  success  and  rate  of  return  of  capitalized 
ventures. 

•  To  support  the  development  of  cooperatives  and  credit  unions  in  low  income 
rural  communities,  fiilly  fund  Section  2347  of  the  1990  FACT  Act  to  provide 
S50  million  annually  for  Rural  Cooperative  and  Technology  Centers.  This  would 
provide  the  applied  research,  training  and  development  infrastructure  to  assist 
communities  to  plan  and  activate  their  own  self-help  development  strategies. 
(3) 
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»  Remove  funding  for  the  Rural  Development  Administration  and  return  the 
niral  community  development  programs  and  the  925  staff  positions  to  the. 
Farmers  Home  Administration.  (1)(2)(3)(4) 

►  Require  the  USD  A,  at  least  in  Washington  and  St  Louis,  to  implement  the  legal 
authority,  which  was  increased  in  the  last  session  of  Congress  to  $60/month,  to 
subsidize  employee  use  of  public  transportation,  in  the  interests  of  the 
enviroiunent  and  the  en^loyees.  (2) 

»  The  FmHA  Strategic  Business  Plan  document,  dated  June  1992,  summarizes  at 
a  high  level  the  policies  and  plans  of  the  current  administration  for  the  Farmers 
Home  Administration.  Hie  implementation  of  this  plan  must  be  stopped 
immediately  so  the  Clinton/Gore  Administration  can  review  it  and  modify  the 
underlying  poUcy  positions.  At  the  present  time,  many  of  the  objectives 
contained  in  this  plan  have  already  been  implemented  in  the  form  of 
performance  standards  in^xised  on  State,  District,  and  Coimty  officials  and 
employees.  This  plan  is  also  currentfy  being  used  as  the  basis  for  a  multi-million 
dollar  project  to  develop  and  implement  an  Information  Systems  Plan  for 
FmHA  coEoputer  systems.  The  policies  imderlying  this  plan  are  disastrous  for 
rural  Americans  aiui  USDA  workers,  and  imless  they  are  stopped  now,  rather 
than  later,  many  tax  dollars  will  be  wasted.  (1)(2) 

5)  In  this  500th  anniversaiy  year  oi  the  arrival  of  Colombos,  idien  it  is  being 
recognized  that  by  approximate^  the  year  2030  the  majority  of  the  U.S.  popola- 
tion  will  be  peoide  <^  colot;  having  experienced  renewed  urban  riots  in  Los 
Angeles  and  Anita  Hill's  testimonj^  it  finally  should  be  clear  that  the  reinvention 
of  USDA  most  place  a  priori^  focos  on  affirmative  action  and  mnlti-caltaral 
diversity  in  both  its  pmgram  delivery  and  in  its  workforce  policies. 

»  Fully  fund  Section  2501  of  the  1990  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation  and  Trade 
(FACT)  Act  providing  for  a  $10  million  "Outreach,  Education  and  Technical 
Assistance  Program"  to  assist  Black  and  other  farmers  of  color.  Community 
based  organizations  with  ejqjerience  in  working  with  farmers  of  color  are 
spedficalfy  authorized  in  this  section  to  receive  funding  to  inq}lement  the 
program-  (3) 

»  Implement  and  enforce  the  recommendations  of  the  1982  Report  of  the  U.S. 
Civil  Rights  Conmiission  entitled  The  Decline  of  Black  Farming  in  America"; 
and  the  July  25, 1990,  report  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Committee 
on  Govemmem  Operations,  with  regard  to  equitable  treatment  of  Black  and 
other  farmers  of  color  by  the  FmHA  and  other  USDA  agencies.  Enforce  the 
targeting  of  FmHA  Farm  Ownership  and  Operating  Loans  to  Black  and  o±er 
farmers  of  color,  to  redress  past  patterns  of  discrimination.  (2) 
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Discussion  of  Issues 

Backgroimd 

In  1931,  duiing  the  Depression  and  on  the  eve  of  the  New  Deal,  America  was 
introduced  to  rural  poverty  through  the  fictional  character  of  Jeeter  Lester,  on  Tobacco 
Road".  In  contrast  to  the  hopeless  despair  of  Jeeter  Lester,  when  the  Joad  family,  in 
"Grapes  of  >^^^th",  found  their  way  to  Weedpatch  Camp,  they  saw  hard  visible  proof 
that  their  govemmem  really  cared  about  them  and  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  people 
like  them. 

Weedpatch  Camp  fictionally  represented  the  Resettlemem  Administration  and  the 
Farm  Securi^  Administration,  predecessors  to  FmHA,  which  was  laimched  by  Con- 
gress in  1947.  In  1961,  FmHA  programs  were  again  e}q)anded  by  Congress  as  part  of 
the  "war  on  poverty".  Historically,  FmHA  has  played  a  proud  and  important  role  in 
mobilizing  government  resources  to  challenge  rural  poverty.  Our  field  office  structure 
has  meant  personal  and  effective  delivery  of  rural  farm  and  housing  programs. 

Since  the  early  1980s,  however,  the  Reagan-Bush  administration  have  worked  to 
dismantle  FmHA  and  its  programs,  to  transform  USDA  from  its  focus  on  family  farmers 
and  rural  poverty  to  focus  on  providing  "services"  only  to  agribusiness  corporations.  In 
1984,  the  "President's  Private  Sector  Survey  on  Cost  Control"  made  the  following 
recommendations  for  FmHA:  promote  graduation  and  improve  loan  quality;  move  to 
guaranteed  loans;  transfer  FinHA  housing  fimction  to  HUD;  close  and  consolidate 
field  offices. 

FmHA  employees,  borrowers,  and  siqTporters  fought  back.  In  1985,  the  Senate 
Budget  Coiomittee  voted  to  abolish  FmHA  hnnging  programs  and  transfer  tbpm  to 
HUD.  AFGE  mobilized  FmHA  workers  and  friends,  and  we  successfiilfy  convinced 
Congress  to  overturn  this  Administration  initiative.  We  helped  get  the  Agricultural 
Credit  Act  of  1987  passed,  enabling  the  government  to  miTHTniV/'.  its  losses  and  Tnarimiw 
recovery  of  delinquent  farm  loans,  and  providing  a  better  chance  for  CTiall  £aim£rs  to 
stay  on  the  land. 

Hie  Reagan-Bush  Administration  then  turned  to  varioiis  initiatives  to  dismantle 
FmHA  from  within.  Hirough  the  Administrator's  "Strategic  Plan",  FmHA  workers  are 
being  forced  to  perform  our  work  in  such  a  ws^  as  to  eliminate  low  and  moderate 
income  rural  people  frt}m  FmHA  programs  and  to  discourage  their  requests  for 
assistance.  When  combined  with  dramaticalty  reduced  appropriations  levels  for  direct 
loan  programs,  this  has  led  to  a  reduced  "case  load"  which  has,  in  turn,  been  iised  as  the 
criteria  for  dosing  offices.  Office  closings  have  made  it  impossible  for  low  income 
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the  legislation,  the  current  administration  has  proceeded  to  cut  additional  FTEs 
throughout  FmHA  in  spite  of  Congressional  intent 

Over  250  political  appointees  (state  directors,  etc.)  were  called  to  Washington 
during  the  first  week  in  December.  From  this  meeting,  the  current  administration  is 
moving  forward  to  dose  many  more  field  ofiBces  prior  to  the  transition  to  the  Clin- 
ton/Gore administration,  to  "centralize"  loan  servicing,  to  place  the  Republican  "good 
ole  boys"  in  these  centralized  jobs  and  in  the  Rural  Developmem  Administration,  to 
keep  "the  foxes  in  charge  of  the  chicken  coop". 

Immediate  attention  by  the  Qinton/Gore  Transition  Team  to  the  problems,  as  well 
as  the  opportunities  for  revitalizing  the  rural  economy,  in  USDA/FmHA  are  a  must! 


(The  complete   report   Is  held   in  the  committee  files.) 
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Introduction 

The  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  (AFGE),  AFL-CIO,  is  the 
largest  federal  sector  imion,  representing  over  700,000  federal  workers  in  the  civilian 
agencies  of  the  federal  government  AFGE  Local  3354  is  the  largest  Local  Union  within 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  USDA,  representing  over  700  employees  of  the 
FmHA  National  Finance  Office  in  St  Louis,  Missouri. 

The  FmHA  employees  we  represent  in  St  Louis  include: 

•  Accoimting  Technicians  and  Clerical  positions,  which  provide  support  services 
to  FfflHA's  over  2000  field  offices  in  maintaining  borrower's  accounts, 
especially  the  complex  accounts  and  transactions,  in  the  FmHA's  computerized 
accoimting  systems 

•  Computer  Specialists,  Systems  Analysts,  and  Instructor  Specialists  responsible 
for  the  development  maintenance,  training  and  "Centralized  Help"  assistance 
for  FmHA's  Information  Systems  (the  St  Louis  ISM  group  is  the  largest 
in-house  systems  development  group  within  the  USDA). 

AFGE  also  represents  FmHA  field  office  workers  in  the  states  of  New  York,  New 
Jersey,  and  Colorado,  as  well  as  workers  at  the  USDA  National  Finance  Center  in  New 
Orleans,  and  Agricultural  Research  Service  facilities  throughout  the  country.  AFGE 
also  represents  some  field  office  workers  in  ASCS  and  SCS. 

As  government  workers  and  ta^qiayers,  we  are  concerned,  not  only  about  our  own  job 
security,  income  security,  and  working  conditions,  but  also  about  the  policy  directions 
taken  by  our  agencies.  AFGE  Local  3354,  since  1984,  has  been  active  in  networking 
with  USDA  and  FmHA  field  office  employees,  the  North  American  Farm  Alliance,  the 
Rural  Coalition,  the  National  Rural  Housing  Coahtion,  the  National  Family  Farm 
Coalition,  the  Federation  of  Southern  Cooperatives/Land  Assistance  Fund,  and  other 
farm  and  rural  advocates  and  organizations. 

It  is  from  this  background  that  we  offer  these  views  and  recommendations  regarding 
the  future  direction  of  USDA/FmHA.  We  look  forward  to  "rolling  up  our  sleeves"  and 
working  cooperatively  with  the  new  administration. 
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Overall  Direction  and  Policy  Issues 

°  Issue:  Should  the  new  USDA  administration  seek  a  close  working  relationship  with 
theAFGE? 

Background: 

In  our  December,  1992,  "Report  from  the  AFGE  Local  3354  on  the  USDA/FmHA  to 
the  Clinton/Gore  Transition  Team,"  we  presented  a  number  of  "Key  Recommendations" 
on  which  the  new  USDA  administration  has  akeady  taken  some  positive  action.  These 
include: 

°  The  original,  genuine,  and  most  successftil  "system"  of  American  entrepreneurship 
and  stewardship  -  small  to  medium-  scale  family  farming  --  must  be  "reinvented* 
to  revitalize  the  rural  economy  and  environmental  integrity  from  the  bottom  up. 
The  Clinton/Gore  administration  can  help  this  happen  by  working  to  establish 
farm  gate  prices  that  cover  the  cost  of  production  plus  a  reasonable  profit,  by 
promoting  "land  reform"  through  policies  that  lead  to  more  farmers  instead  of  less, 
and  by  supporting  sustainable  agriculture  policies  which  make  it  economically 
feasible  for  farmers  to  reverse  the  chemical  dependency  which  has  been  imposed 
by  the  petrochemical  industry. 

USDA  has  taken  some  positive  action  on  the  following  specific  AFGE  recommenda- 
tions: 

1.  Secretary  Espy  did  initiate  a  moratorirun  on  FmHA  foreclosure  actions,  as  requested, 
although  we  share  concerns  regarding  its  implementation  which  have  been  expressed 
by  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  and  the  Farmers  Legal  Action  Group. 

2.  Secretary  Espy  is  still  considering  whether  to  use  disaetionary  authority  to  raise 
commodity  loan  rates.  We  applaud  the  Secretary's  change  in  the  way  USDA  reports 
net  farm  income  so  that  a  more  honest  picture  of  the  impact  of  current  farm  policies 
on  our  fanners  can  be  presented  to  the  public  and  the  policy-makers. 

3.  Secretary  Espy  and  Acting  Administrator  Longino  have  recently  taken  steps  to 
encourage  greater  use  of  current  appropriation  levels  for  direct  farm  program  loans. 
Budget  requests  for  FY  1994  increased  direct  farm  ownership  loans,  and  these  were 
approved  l^  the  House  Ag  Appropriations  Subcommittee.  However,  direct  operating 
loan  levels  were  decreased  by  the  administration  and  the  committee. 

4.  Acting  Administrator  Longino,  in  her  testimony  before  the  House  Ag  Appropriations 
Subcommittee,  committed  to  target  direct  ownership  loans  to  "beginning  farmers  and 
socially  disadvantaged  applicants",  to  "gear  up"  for  the  new  program  for  beginning 
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farmers  and  ranchers,  and  "to  make  inventory  properties  available  to  socially  disad- 
vantaged, young,  and  beginning  farmers",  as  required  by  law  but  not  often  done  under 
the  previous  administration.  Training  and  technical  assistance  to  new  or  re-entering 
farmers  is  also  needed,  and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  administration  initiatives  in  this 
area. 

°     The  USDA  must  be  refocused  on  overcoming  rural  poverty  through  community- 
based  development,  with  a  renewed  emphasis  on  rural  housing  programs. 

USDA  has  taken  some  positive  action  on  the  following  specific  AFGE  recommenda- 
tions: 

1.  The  administration's  budget  requests,  and  the  actions  of  the  House  Ag  impropria- 
tions Subcommittee,  have  maintained  or  increased  rural  housing  program  levels.  One 
of  our  important  issues  of  concern  with  respect  to  USDA  reorganization,  however,  is 
the  need  to  maintain  the  county-level  program  deUvery  structure  for  the  Single  Family 
Housing  programs. 

**     The  geographically  dispersed  State,  District,  and  County  ofBce  program  delivery 
structure  of  the  USDA  must  be  maintained,  and  ^ere  necessaiy,  rebuilt 

This  subject  is  a  major  topic  of  today's  meeting.  The  AFGE  "Key  Recommendations", 
and  the  status  of  USDA  action  on  these  issues,  is  as  follows: 

1.  Stop  the  Reagan/Bush  administration  from  reorganizing,  closing,  or  consolidating 
USDA  offices  -  and  from  involuntarily  reassigning  front-line  workers  —  until  the  new 
administration  has  been  able  to  thoroughly  review  the  important  poUcy  issues  and 
program  delivery  issues  involved.  Establish  mechanisms  to  insure  that  USDA  workers 
and  clients  are  consulted  prior  to  reorganizing  or  downsizing  the  USDA  field  office 
structure. 

Status:  Secretary  Espy,  shortly  after  asjniming  office,  issued  a  fi-eeze  on  most  personnel 
actions  "in  the  field"  which  was  intended  to  halt  the  previous  administration's  actions. 
However,  this  freeze  has  also  had  a  negative  impact  on  employees  at  the  FmHA  St. 
Louis  service  center,  which  was  not  really  being  in^)acted  by  the  actions  of  the  previous 
administration  to  close  or  consolidate  district  and  county  offices.  We  request  a  status 
report  regarding  these  issues,  and  the  freeze  should  be  lifted  for  the  St  Louis  service 
center.  The  mnst  important  pnipme  of  today*^  meeting  is  tn  establish  mechanisms  to 
insure  that  USDA  workers  and  ch'ents  are  provided  real  participatory  dedsion-  making 
empowerment  prior  to  renrpaniying  or  downsiyinp  the  T  TSDA  field  office  structure. 

2.  Maintain  and  Strengthen  USDA  agencies  with  programs  of  assistance  for  rural 
economic  development  and  environmental  protection  —  targeting  low  to  moderate 
income  rural  Americans  and  community-  based  development,  including  housing,  com- 
munity facilities,  small  to  medium-sized  farms,  businesses,  cooperatives,  and  com- 
munity- based  lending  institutions  —  with  a  deUvery  system  that  maintains  locally 
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dispersed  (State,  District,  County)  offices.  It  is  possible  that  some  existing  USDA 
agencies  should  be  consohdated,  or  at  least  co-located  where  they  are  not.  However, 
what  is  crucial  is: 

a)  the  provision  of  a  coordinated  and  comprehensive  program  of  assistance  for  rural 
development  from  the  bottom  up; 

b)  a  rural  field  dehvery  structure  that  provides  the  maximum  possible  direct 
people-to-people,  hands-on,  assistance  to  low  to  moderate  income  rural  people  in 
making  the  most  of  the  opportunities  provided  by  the  programs;  and 

c)  maintaining,  and  rebuilding  as  necessary,  the  current  staffing  levels  of  non- 
supervisory,  front-line  workers,  while  reducing  the  imnecessary  and  coimter- 
productive  numbers  of  supervisors  and  managers. 

Status:  In  March,  AFGE  Local  3354  wrote  to  Acting  FmHA  Administrator  Longino 
raising  specific  issues  along  these  lines  and  offering  our  assistance. 

The  House  Ag  Appropriations  Subcommittee,  while  supporting  the  Secretary's  efforts 
to  restructure  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  rejected  the  administration's  budgetary 
assvmiption  that  ASCS,  SCS,  and  FmHA  would  be  consolidated  into  a  Farm  Service 
Agency.  Instead,  the  Committee  funded  the  existing  organizational  structiue  of  the 
agencies  "since  the  Secretary  has  not  yet  decided  on  a  final  organizational  plan".  As 
with  many  issues,  the  tendency  of  most  Congressional  representatives  is  to  support 
"downsizing"  of  government  operations  in  general,  but  "not  in  my  district". 

AFGE  has  been  in  communication  with  USDA  field  office  workers  in  every  Congres- 
sional District  in  the  coimtry.  Approximately  2000  USDA  workers  have  signed  our 
petitions,  and  they  have  been  forwarded  to  Senators  and  Congressional  Repre- 
sentatives from  40  out  of  the  50  states. 

USDA  management,  workers,  and  customers  (including  both  the  elected  repre- 
sentatives of  our  farmer,  rural  housing,  and  rural  cormnunity  customers,  as  well  as  the 
elected  Congressional  representatives  of  our  taxpayer  "customers")  must  all  work 
together  in  planning  the  reorganization  if  it  is  to  be  successful. 

"  USDA  management  must  rely  on,  empower,  and  reward  the  front-line  people  who 
do  the  work  for  what  they  Imow  and  do  instead  of  who  they  know  and  control. 
Contracting  out  to  the  private  sector  must  become  the  last  resort  instead  of  the 
first  alternative.  Streamline  by  reducing  the  bureaucratic  layers  of  supervision 
and  control,  and  by  strictly  limiting  contracting  out,  not  by  "across  the  board"  staff 
cuts  which  make  matters  worse  by  cutting  those  at  the  bottom  who  really  do  the 
work. 

Some  positive  action  has  been  taken  on  the  following  specific  AFGE  recommenda- 
tions: 
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1.  OMB  Director  Panetta  has  directed  departments  and  agencies  to  submit  reports 
regarding  the  cost-effectiveness  of  their  contracting  out  programs. 

2.  Secretary  Espy  has  committed  to  "streamline  from  top  to  bottom  starting  with  the 
Washington  bureaucracy  first  and  then  restructuring  the  field  offices."  The  Secretary 
has  committed  to  a  reduction  of  7^00  staff  years  between  1993  and  1998.  Where  will 
these  reductions  come  from?  Will  they  be  department-wide,  will  they  target  the 
agribusiness/  industry  sections  of  USDA,  or  will  they  mainly  come  from  the  agencies 
which  have  so  far  been  proposed  to  be  consolidated? 

3.  The  House  Ag.  Appropriations  Subcommittee  has  removed  funding  for  the  Rural 
Development  Administration  and  apparentiy  added  the  funding  to  support  the  return 
of  the  rural  community  development  programs  and  the  925  staff  positions  to  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration.  AFGE  strongly  opposed  the  creation  of  a  new 
bureaucracy  during  this  historical  period,  and  now  wants  to  work  with  USDA  manage- 
ment to  bring  at  least  the  non-supervisory  RDA  workers  back  into  the  FmHA  with 
minimal  adverse  impact  on  FmHA  workers,  including  where  positions  have  been 
back-filled.  Will  USDA  management  accept  this  language  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, and  work  with  us  on  this  matter? 

4.  Congressman  William  L.  Qay,  Sr.,  has  written  a  letter  to  Secretary  Espy  on  our  behalf 
on  the  issue  of  parking  and  public  transportation  subsidies,  as  authorized  by  law,  for 
USDA  employees  in  Washington  and  St  Louis.  To  date,  no  reply  has  been  received. 

5.  Secretary  Espy  and  Acting  Administrator  Longino  recentiy  took  action  to  modify  the 
negative  performance  standards  which  had  been  imposed  on  field  office  employees  by 
the  previous  administration.  We  applaud  this  effort  and  are  willing  to  provide  input  into 
the  development  of  new  standards  for  the  period  beginning  October  1, 1993.  Beyond 
that,  we  are  unaware  of  efforts  by  the  new  administration  to  review  and  modify  the 
"Strategic  Business  Plan"  developed  by  the  previous  administration. 

"      The  reinvention  of  USDA  must  place  a  priority  focus  on  afBnnative  action  and 
multi-cultural  diversity  in  both  its  program  delivery  and  in  its  workforce  policies. 

The  new  USDA  administration  did  request  full  funding,  in  its  FY  1994  budget,  for 
Section  2501  of  the  1990  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation  and  Trade  (FACT)  Act 
providing  for  a  $10  million  "Outreach,  Education  and  Technical  Assistance  Program" 
to  assist  Black  and  other  farmers  of  color.  Community  based  organizations  with 
experience  in  working  with  farmers  of  color  are  specifically  authorized  in  this  section 
to  receive  funding  to  implement  the  program. 

Most  unfortunately,  the  House  Ag  ^propriations  Subcommittee  reduced  the  amount 
to  $3  million  and  included  divisive  language  regarding  the  targeting  of  this  program. 
We  will  be  working  to  get  the  Senate  and  House  to  return  to  the  administration's 
language.  What  will  the  administration  do  to  correct  this  problem? 
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We  are  not  aware  of  actions  taken  by  the  new  administration  to  date  on  our  other  major 
recommendation,  which  was  stated  as  follows: 

Develop  a  positive  proactive  administrative,  regulatory  and  enforcement  program,  at 
all  levels,  with  an  emphasis  on  follow-  through  and  Inng-term  success,  not  just  short- 
term  "quotas",  in  all  agencies,  of  the  USDA,  for  affirmative  action,  civil  rights  com- 
pliance, equitable  treatment,  and  an  end  to  harassment  of  female,  minority,  disabled, 
and  other  "socially  disadvantaged"  USDA  clients  and  workers. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

Although  the  administration  had  not,  until  today,  communicated  directly  with  AFGE 
representatives  regarding  these  issues,  we  are  heartened  by  the  fact  that  the  new 
management  of  USDA  has  taken  some  positive  action  on  many  of  the  issues  we've 
raised  We  have  reviewed  these  issues  to  demonstrate  that  we  have  many  common 
objectives  for  USDA  Erection  and  policy,  and  to  suggest  that  "Yes,  the  new  I  JSP  A 
administration  should  seek  a  close  working  relationship  with  the  AFGR." 


(The  complete   report   Is   held   In   the  committee   files.) 
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STATEMENT  OF  BEN  BOSSHART 

PRESIDENT  OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  ASCS  COUNTY  OFHCE 

EMPLOYEES  AND  COUf^iTY  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  LACROSSE 

COUNTY  WISCONSIN  ASCS  OFFICE 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

OF  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

October  13,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman:   Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the 
recently  announced  reorganization  plan  for  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
or  as  we  all  know  it,  USDA. 

My  name  is  Ben  Bosshart   I  am  the  President  of  the  National  Association  of 
ASCS  County  Office  Employees,  or  NASCOE.   NASCOE  is  a  voluntary  organization 
that  has  as  its  membership  over  90%  of  the  approximately  13,000  permanent  county 
office  employees  of  ASCS.   With  me  today  are  Paul  Newton  and  Leo  Osborne,  the  Vice- 
President  and  Secretary-Treasurer,  respectively,  of  NASCOE.    I  believe  it  is  important  to 
point  out  that  all  of  us  —  Paul,  Leo  and  myself  —  are  first  of  all,  full  time  ASCS 
employees.   I  am  the  County  Executive  Director  in  LaCrosse  County,  Wisconsin.   Paul  is 
the  County  Director  in  Clark  County,  Illinois  and  Leo  is  the  County  Director  in  Juab 
County,  Utah.   Between  the  three  of  us  we  have  86  years  of  experience  in  administering 
commodity  and  conservation  programs.  The  point  I  am  making  is  that  I,  just  like  all  of 
NASCOE's  membership,  am  on  the  front  lines  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.   We 
are  the  people  who  have  day-to-day  contact  with  those  producers  who  are  also  your 
constituents.   We  do  not  work  for  NASCOE,  or  at  least  we  don't  get  paid  for  the  work 
we  do  for  NASCOE. 
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NASCOE  supports  the  efforts  of  this  administration  and  Congress  to  make 
government  more  receptive  and  responsive  to  the  American  people.   As  I  mentioned 
earlier,  we  work  where  government  meets  the  public.   This  fact  was  borne  out,  once 
again,  by  your  recent  mandate  for  ASCS  and  ASCS  county  employees  to  deliver  federal 
disaster  aid  to  those  in  agriculture  affected  by  the  floods  in  the  mid-west  and  devastating 
weather  phenomenon  throughout  the  United  States.   Our  response  to  your  mandate  is 
being  delivered  professionally  and  timely.   We  are  acutely  aware  of  our  responsibilities 
to  serve  our  clientele  and  the  taxpayers  of  this  nation  in  the  most  effective,  cost  efficient 
manner  possible. 

Our  offices  are  under  the  direct  control  and  supervision  of  locally  elected  farmers 
and  ranchers.   This  Farmer-Elected  Committee  System  comes  closer  than  any  other 
system  in  government  to  meeting  the  Administration's  stated  goal  of  having  federal 
programs  administered  by  personnel  closest  to  the  people  served.    It  ensures  that  local 
decisions  address  local  problems.   This  system,  because  it  is  not  part  of  the  civil  service, 
also  provides  flexibility  that  is  not  present  in  agencies  with  only  civil  service  personnel. 
The  size  of  our  workforce  is  able  to  adjust,  both  up  and  down,  to  reflect  our  workload 
much  more  quickly  than  can  the  civil  service  system. 

Secretary  Espy  has  proposed  to  reorganize  USD  A  from  the  top  down.   We 
believe  better  communication  and  coordination  of  poUcies  and  directions  can  be 
achieved  with  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  poUcy-making  positions  and  layers  of  middle 
management   In  addition.  Secretary  Espy  has  put  forth  a  plan  to  revamp  the  field 
delivery  system  currently  used  by  ASCS,  Farmers  Home,  SCS  and  FCIC.   In  general,  we 
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agree  with  this  plan  and  support  the  creation  of  a  Farm  Service  Agency,  or  FSA,  which 
utiUzes  the  Fanner  Elected  Committee  System  I  mentioned  earUer.   We  do  believe, 
however,  that  Secretary  Espy's  proposal  can  be  improved  and  that,  even  more 
importantly,  if  HR-3171  becomes  law  as  it  is  currently  drafted,  the  new  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  will  ultimately  result  in  a  less  e£6cient  and  more  costly 
delivery  system,  rather  than  the  desired  opposite  result 

Secretary  Espy's  plan  proposes  an  FSA  charged  with  delivering  ASCS  commodity 
programs.  Farmers  Home  farm  loan  programs  and  federal  crop  insurance.   It  also 
proposes  to  move  the  ASCS  conservation  cost  share  programs  out  of  the  FSA  and  into 
the  proposed  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  or  NRCS  ~  a  ren<uned  Soil 
Conservation  Service.   While  aU  the  pubUc  statements  made  by  the  Secretary  and  others 
associated  with  this  plan  have  stated  it  is  the  "cost  share"  programs  that  are  moving  from 
ASCS  to  SCS,  that  is  not  what  HR-3171  does.  But,  I'll  talk  more  about  that  in  just  a 
minute. 

We  believe  this  plan  can  be  improved  and  made  more  effective  by  the  inclusion  in 
the  FSA  of  SCS's  production  agriculture  conservation  operations,  the  Great  Plains 
Conservation  Program  and  ASCS's  conservation  cost-share  programs,  as  originally 
proposed  in  President  Chnton's  Vision  for  Change  in  America. 

NASCOE  understands  that  environmental  issues  must  not  be  down-graded  within 
the  Department  and  that  stewardship  of  our  land  and  preserving  our  abundance  should 
maintain  a  high  priority  in  agricultural  programs.  The  best  way  to  avoid  any  degradation 
of  environmental  importance  is  by  ensuring  we  have  the  most  efficient,  cost  effective  and 
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technically  proficient  delivery  system  possible.   Currently,  conservation  program  approval 
authority,  as  well  as  that  for  other  programs  administered  by  ASCS,  is  vested  in  local 
farmers  and  ranchers  -  through  the  farmer  elected  committees  ~  who  know  the  needs  of 
the  communities  they  serve.   SCS  has  played  an  important  role  in  the  success  of  these 
progrfun  by  providing  technical  expertise  to  gain  the  most  effective  use  of  the 
conservation  dollar.   SCS  has  some  of  the  most  proficient  environmental  and 
conservation  technicians  in  government  today.   Our  plan  is  aimed  at  allowing  these 
resources  to  be  more  fully  utilized. 

This  efficient,  local-based  system  is  at  risk  if  HR-3171  becomes  law.   The  reason 
it  is  at  risk  is  because  HR-3171  will  turn  SCS  into  an  administrative  regulatory  agency 
rather  than  an  agency  whose  focus  is  identifying  and  designing  solutions  for 
environmental  problems.   It  is  no  secret  that  NASCOE,  as  well  as  just  about  everyone 
else  with  any  ties  to  ASCS,  feels  that  SCS  should  be  part  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency. 
ASCS  serves  about  2.1  million  customers  -  year  in,  and  year  out.   Farmers  Home  has 
about  150,000  farm  loans.   SCS,  because  of  conservation  compUance,  has  to  serve 
EVERY  ONE  of  the  customers  that  ASCS,  and  Farmers  Home  currently  serve  ~  and 
that  Secretary  Espy's  Farm  Service  Agency  will  serve  in  the  future.   It  really  doesn't 
make  much  sense  to  have  SCS  separate  when  you  have  that  kind  of  overlap  in  clientele. 
Admittedly,  SCS  serves  some  number  of  additional  clients  -  watersheds  and  local 
communities  ~  that  kind  of  thing;  but,  the  vast  majority  of  their  clients  are  the  same 
people  the  Farm  Service  Agency  will  serve. 
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For  whatever  reason  ~  mostly  I  think  because  of  a  very  effective  letter  writing 
campaign  by  the  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  -  the  Administration  has 
decided  that  SCS  will  be  separate.   The  most  often  articulated  reason  that  I  have  heard 
for  this  decision  is,  so  that  USDA  will  have  an  agency  devoted  to  identifying  and  solving 
environmental  problems  associated  with  agriculture  and  rural  areas  —  kind  of  a  mini- 
EPA,  if  you  will.   And  so  that  SCS  will  have  access  -  via  its  very  own  Assistant  Secretary 
-  to  the  seat  of  power  in  the  USDA's  Administration  building.   So  be  it.   My  concern 
today  is  not  so  much  that  SCS  will  not  be  part  of  the  FSA;  but,  rather  that  the  way  HR- 
3171  is  drafted  will  cause  the  new  NRCS  to  be  bound  up  in  administrative  detail,  with 
the  end  result  being  that  it  has  less  resources,  on  the  local  level,  to  deal  with  that 
identifying  and  environmental  problem  solving  aspect  of  their  responsibilities  I 
mentioned  earUer.   HR-3171  says,  in  section  102,  that  the  Secretary  can't  use  the  Farm 
Service  Agency  to  carry  out  any  programs  assigned  to  the  new  NRCS.   I'd  just  like  to 
point  out  that  this  is  the  only  place  in  this  legislation  where  the  Secretary's  discretion 
about  what  agency  to  use  to  carry  out  programs  is  limited.   Anyway,  the  programs  that 
are  assigned  to  the  new  NRCS  in  section  401  include  the  traditional  cost  share  programs 
~  like  ACP,  FIP,  and  ECP  -  but  they  also  include  all  programs  contained  in  title  12  of 
the  Food  Security  Act   That  means  -  Sodbuster,  Swampbuster,  Conservation 
Compliance,  CRP,  the  new  WRP  -  all  of  them.   All  of  these  programs  have  direct  ties 
to  the  annual  commodity  programs.   There  are  crop  acreage  base  reductions  associated 
with  CRP  and  WRP,  and  we  all  know  the  administrative  nightmare  there  is  associated 
with  keeping  up  with  data  connected  with  conservation  compUance.   For  example  ~ 
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Does  Fanner  Brown's  tract  #1  have  Highly  Erodible  Land  or  a  converted  wetland  on  it? 
Did  Fanner  Brown  plant  an  agricultural  commodity  on  Highly  Erodible  Land  or 
converted  wetland  this  year?   What  land  is  Farmer  Brown  even  operating  this  year? 

These  are  all  questions  with  which  ASCS  has  dealt  ~  not  SCS.   SCS  has  been  left 
to  make  the  technical  determinations  about  tract  #1  --  Is  there  hydrophytic  vegetation  in 
that  wet  area?    What  is  the  hydrology  of  that  wet  area  on  tract  #1?    Is  the  soil  type  on 
tract  #1  that  which  would  support  hydrophytic  vegetation?   Or  --  What  is  the  length  and 
slope  of  that  hill  on  tract  #  1?   How  much  will  it  erode  this  year?   And  SCS  has  been 
left  to  work  with  Farmer  Brown  to  determine  what  kind  of  plan  Farmer  Brown  can  live 
with,  from  an  economic  standpoint,  which  will  also  bring  the  erosion  on  tract  #1  down 
to  an  acceptable  level. 

Under  the  language  in  HR-3171,  SCS  wiU  no  longer  be  able  to  focus  its  total 
attention  on  these  technical  matters.   SCS  is  now  going  to  have  to  worry  about  all  of  the 
administrative  detail  associated  with  these  programs. 

From  our  perspective,  it  appears  that  some  of  the  people  who  provided  input  on 
the  Secretary's  plan  did  not  have  a  full  understanding  of  how  the  environmental 
programs  cunently  operate  at  the  local  level.   Apparently,  many  of  the  progr2im  planners 
inside  the  beltway  think  that  ASCS  makes  all  the  decisions  related  to  conservation 
programs.   We  don't. 

I'd  like  to  quickly  run  through  the  system,  first  with  respect  to  conservation 
comphance  and  then  with  respect  to  the  other,  more  typical  cost  share  conservation 
programs.   This  wiU  be  an  oversimplified  description,  but  it  will  suffice  for  the  point  I 
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want  to  make.   The  point  is  that  ASCS  and  SCS  work  pretty  well  together  out  in  the 
field  and  the  way  it  is  working,  each  agency  is  able  to  capitalize  on,  and  the  fanner 
customers  are  able  to  benefit  from,  the  strengths  and  expertise  of  each  respective 
agency.   But  on  to  my  conservation  compliance  example. 

Farmer  Brown  comes  to  the  ASCS  office  to  sign  up  for  the  annual  commodity 
program.   He  is  asked  to  fill  out  a  form,  a  1026.   This  form  asks  some  questions. 
Questions  like  —  Do  you  intend  to  do  any  drainage  work  on  any  wet  areas  on  your 
farm?   Questions  like  -  Have  you  got  a  farm  plan  which  was  developed  and  approved  by 
SCS? 

Farmer  Brown  is  given  an  attachment  to  the  1026,  which  lists  all  the  tracts  of  land 
in  which  ASCS  thinks  he  has  an  interest.  This  attachment  also  tells  him  whether  ASCS 
records  show  that  there  is  Highly  Erodible  Land  or  wetland  on  any  of  those  tracts  and 
whether  he  needs,  and  if  he  does,  whether  he  has,  a  farm  plan  on  the  Highly  Erodible 
Land  tracts.   If  there  is  any  indication  that  Farmer  Brown  needs  some  technical 
assistance  as  a  result  of  these  questions  and  the  exchange  of  information,  we  send  him  to 
SCS  and  they  deal  with  those  issues.    If  for  instance,  he  did  not  have  a  farm  plan  on  one 
of  those  tracts  --  he  goes  and  gets  one  and  after  the  plan  is  completed  and  agreed  to  by 
the  farmer  and  SCS,  SCS  informs  ASCS  and  ASCS  updates  Farmer  Brown's  records. 

Under  HR-3171,  the  Farm  Service  Agency  won't  be  able  to  do  all  that,  because 
that  record-keeping  is  part  of  conservation  comphance  which  is  authorized  by  title  12  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  and  under  section  102  of  HR-3171,  the  Farm  Service  Agency  can't 
be  used  to  carry  out  any  program  under  title  12. 
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Likewise,  with  the  standard  cost  share  programs  -  ACP,  ECP  and  FIP  --  SCS 
currently  is  very  involved  in  the  planning  and  in  the  technical  work  that  needs  to  be 
done.   ASCS  currently  does  the  administrative  work. 

For  example,  with  ACP  the  program  year  begins  with  a  meeting  of  the  County 
Conservation  Review  Group.   The  function  of  this  meeting  is  for  the  county  Farmer 
Elected  Committee  --  which  I  mentioned  earlier  is  made  up  of  three  local  farmers  who 
know  the  needs  of  the  local  community  -  to  receive  input  from  anyone  who  wants  to 
give  it,  relative  to  what  the  priorities  should  be  in  their  county  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
ACP  funds. 

SCS  generally  plays  a  very  active  role  in  these  meetings,  as  do  other  resource 
agencies  like  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  State  water  quality  and  wildlife  agencies.   Out  of  this 
meeting  comes  recommendations  for  changes  in  the  ACP  that  are  forwarded  to  the  State 
Conservation  Review  Group  and  then  possibly  on  to  the  National  Conservation  Review 
Group.     More  importantly,  though,  out  of  this  meeting  comes  the  priority  for  that 
county  as  far  as  ACP  is  concerned.   In  other  words  they  identify  the  resource  problem  or 
problems  that  are  most  critical  and  that  can  be  addressed  by  targeting  the  use  of  ACP 
funds. 

From  here  we  move  on  to  the  actual  operation  of  the  program.   A  landowner 
comes  to  the  county  office  to  sign  up  or  to  inquire  about  cost-sharing  or  in  many  cases  is 
told  about  the  program  by  an  ASCS  or  an  SCS  employee.   At  any  rate,  he  signs  up  for  a 
practice  --  let's  say  an  erosion  control  structure.   Farmer  Brown  completes  an  application 
and  it  is  forwarded  to  SCS,  which  is  responsible  for  doing  a  technical,  "needs 
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determination."   In  other  words,  SCS  figures  out  what  Farmer  Brown's  environmental 
problem  is  and  determines  what  practice  is  needed  to  correct  that  problem.   Once  the 
"needs  determination"  is  completed,  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  reviews  the 
application  and  the  "needs  determination."   If  the  practice  is  needed,  fits  within  the 
priorities  estabUshed  through  the  Conservation  Review  Group  process,  and  there  are 
available  funds,  the  Committee  approves  the  application.   Farmer  Brown  is  notified  and 
is  then  able  to  complete  the  practice  according  to  the  standards  established  by  SCS. 
Once  Farmer  Brown  completes  the  practice,  SCS  goes  out  and  inspects  the  practice  to 
ensure  it  was  completed  according  to  their  specs,  and  if  it  was,  notifies  ASCS,  and  ASCS 
cuts  Farmer  Brown  his  cost  share  check. 

That's  the  way  it  works  today.   But  not  under  HR-3171.   SCS  will  now  have  to  do 
everything  that  ASCS  did  in  my  example.    Is  that  really  what  you  want  to  happen?   It's 
not  what  we  want  to  happen,  nor  is  it  what  most  field  employees  want  to  happen. 

There  is  one  other  area  of  HR-3171  which  causes  us  pause.   That  is  section  103, 
deaUng  with  State,  County  and  Area  Committees.   The  concern  that  we  have  is  not  with 
going  to  five  members,  because  we  recognize  that  with  the  expanded  responsibilities 
associated  with  our  proposed  FSA,  more  heads  are  probably  better  than  fewer.   The 
problem  we  have  is  that  these  committees  are  now  going  to  be  pohticized.   Three 
members  will  be  elected,  1  assume  similar  to  the  way  they  are  today,  and  two  members 
are  to  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary.   If  the  goal  is  to  get  different  expertise  on  the 
committee,  other  than  farmers,  why  not  designate  slots  for  other  segments  --  like  the 
lending  community  and/or  the  environmental  community.   We  just  don't  see  a  need  for 
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two  slots  on  the  committee  for  the  local  party  precinct  captains,  irrespective  of  the  party 
they  represent 

NASCOE  really  does  have  a  concern  about  the  impact  of  this  piece  of  legislation 
on  the  Fanner  Elected  Committee  System.   We   assume  that  the  Secretary  is  planning  to 
use  these  new  five  member  committees  to  assist  in  the  conservation  programs,  as  well  as 
to  continue  using  the  committees  to  make  decisions  under  the  annual  conmiodity 
programs.   Does  this  mean  that,  not  only  fanners,  but  the  committees  are  going  to  be 
taking  guidance  from  two  agencies  -  the  FSA  and  the  NRCS?   Have  you  ever  heard  the 
old  proverb  that  you  can't  serve  two  masters? 

To  make  FSA  the  most  cost  effective  and  efficient,  those  responsibilities  of  SCS 
that  relate  to  production  agriculture  must  be  included  in  the  FSA.   Many  of  the  other 
responsibilities  cunently  assigned  to  SCS,  such  as  watershed  program  work,  urban 
erosion  control  and  coastal  waterway  work  could  be  assigned  to  the  new  NRCS.   If  not, 
a  producer  requesting  assistance  from  Secretary  Espy's  proposed  FSA  will  continue  to 
have  to  visit  not  only  the  office  of  the  FSA,  but  also  the  office  of  NRCS.   Under  our 
proposal,  however,  the  producer  would  truly  have  "one  stop  shopping."   Not  only  would 
the  producer  only  have  to  visit  one  office,  he  or  she  would  also  only  have  to  deal  with 
one  agency,  which  means  one  set  of  poUcies,  terminologies,  and  methods  of 
accomplishing  its  responsibilities.   Likewise  for  the  committees.   Our  proposed  plan  will 
eliminate  the  necessity  for  duplicate  farm  files  -  one  in  the  FSA  and  one  in  the  NRCS. 
It  will  eUminate  the  necessity  for  two  computer  hardware  systems,  two  data  bases,  two 
informational  networks  and  the  maintenance  of  all  these  separate  systems.   It  eliminates 


10 


509 


the  need  for  additional  administrative  staff  in  the  NRCS  and  utilizes  the  trained 
administrative  staff  currently  in  ASCS  at  the  local  level. 

The  current  ASCS  computer  data  base  currently  contains  all  farm  and  producer 
data  necessary  to  operate  our  proposed  FSA.   By  including  in  the  FSA  those  functions  in 
SCS  directly  related  to  servicing  the  needs  of  farmers  and  ranchers,  the  expense  and 
human  resources  necessary  to  establish  data  sharing  systems  between  two  separate 
agencies  is  eliminated.    It  also  will  insure  that  USDA  has  only  one  set  of  data  for  each 
producer,  thus  helping  achieve  Vice-President  Gore's  goal  of  government  being 
"customer  friendly." 

Our  proposal  builds  on  that  which  is  good  in  the  current  structure  and  supports 
the  necessary  changes  to  correct  that  which  is  bad  in  that  structure. 

We  ask  that  you  give  full  consideration  to  our  proposed  FSA.   We  stand  ready  to 
provide  additional  information  or  justification  for  our  proposal.   If  we  can  be  of 
assistance  to  you  or  your  staff,  please  contact  us. 

We  pledge  to  you  that  our  members  will  accept  the  challenge  of  change,  and  wiU 
embrace  the  responsibility  for  an  effective  and  efficient  delivery  of  government  services 
to  all  farm  and  ranch  families  of  America. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  here  today. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  "All  segments  of  our  national  economy  must  be 
healthy  and  prosperous,  if  a  vigorous  forward  thrust  in  the  economy  is  to  be  maintained.  If  our 
farm  economy  is  permitted  to  lag  for  an  extended  period,  the  entire  national  economy  will  suffer. 
History  proves  that  economic  depressions  are  farm  led  and  farm  fed." 

I  am  Frank  Matheson,  President  of  the  National  Association  of  Farmer  Elected 
Committeemen  (NAFEC).  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
committee.  We  appreante  your  holding  this  hearing  on  the  reorganization  of  USDA,  and  applaud 
your  efforts  to  hear  from  all  segments  effected  by  the  streamlining  of  USDA.  The  quote  I  just  read 
is  as  appropriate  today  as  it  was  in  1965  when  those  words  were  written  as  the  preamble  of  our 
non-profit  organization,  as  association  whose  membership  is  composed  of  present  and  past  county 
and  community  conmiittee  membo's  and  friends. 

May  I  review  some  history  with  you?  Nearly  four  hundred  years  ago  our  forefathers  left 
their  native  lands  and  came  to  America  to  escape  tiie  oppressive  pohtical  and  religious  domination 
they  had  been  receiving. 

In  1776,  Thomas  Jefferson  led  the  thirteen  colonies  to  declare:  "We  hold  these  truths  to  be 
self-evident;  that  all  men  are  created  equal . . ."  James  Madison  began  the  Constitution  preamble 
with,  "We  the  people  of  the  United  States  ....  do  ordain  and  establish  this  Constitution  for  the 
United  States  of  America."  With  these  words  and  other  inspired  and  eloquent  documents  the 
Constitution  and  Bill  of  Rights  were  created  to  lead  this  great  nation.  A  democratic  representative 
type  government  was  conceived  and  established,  whf^Hy  neighbors  could  elect  from  their  midst, 
one  who  would  represent  them  in  the  develop'^fcy  laws,  and  the  implementation  and 
administration  of  those  laws.  Thus  was  created  tl  4HW  jCongress  and  Administrative  forces  we 
have  today.  Time  has  compounded  the  needs  of  thCyT^e;  our  government  responded  and  today 
we  have  top-heavy  administrative  capacity  in  our  government,  that  admittedly  needs  review  and 
streamlining  to  eliminate  waste  and  duplication. 

Abraham  Lincoln  said:  "This  government  of  the  people,  by  the  people  and  for  the  people 
shall  not  perish  from  the  earth."  He  created  the  Department  of  Agriculture  dunng  his  Presidency. 

In  1933,  Congress  recognized  the  need  to  provide  a  constant  even  supply  of  nutritious, 
high  quality  fairly  priced  food  for  our  nation's  dinner  tables.  One  of  the  first  acts  was  to  provide 
for  the  Agriculture  Conservation  Program,  (ACP)  to  conserve  the  soil  and  water  of  the  land 
Followine  the  example  of  our  forefathers'  successful  formation  of  a  representative  form  of 
govemmCTt,  Congress  provided  for  the  "FARMER  ELECTED  COMMITTEE  SYSTEM  ,  and 
patterned  the  election  process  after  that  which  elected  Congress.  Locally  elected  committee  were 
elected  by  their  peers,  to  represent  them  in  their  various  county  offices  administering  the 
Agriculture  Conservation  Program;  to  overseeing  the  construction  of  terraces,  water  retention 
ponds  and  wind  breaks  designed  to  reduce  future  dust  bowls.  Years  later  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS)  was  established  to  provide  technical  assistance. 

The  Agriculture  Conservation  Program  was  very  successful,  and  Congress  saw  the  need  to 
develop  Price  Support  and  Production  Adjustment  programs,  all  administered  by  the  Agriculture 
Stabilizatirai  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS). 

For  neariy  60  years  ASCS  has  successfully  developed  an  efficioit  administrative  capability, 
one  that  is  second  to  none,  evoi  as  the  programs  became  ever  more  compUcated.  ASCS  developed 
a  work  load  plan  to  ensure  the  efficiency  of  manpower  and  money.  ASCS  was  able  to  manage  a 
budget  because  they  are  not  civil  service  and  had  no  underiying  need  to  generate  unnecessary  paper 
work,  creating  an  ever  growing  budget  demands,  all  just  to  keep  tenured  people  busy. 
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Let  me  say  if  any  part  of  the  ASCS  administered  programs  were  removed  and  transferred  to 
another  agency,  the  millions  spent  annually  to  train  the  new  administrative  arm,  office  staff,  and 
county  committee,  would  be  a  duplication  of  efforts  and  waste  of  money,  since  ASCS  already  has 
a  well  trained  administrative  arm.  Any  new  administrative  arm  would  not  have  the  administrative 
efficiency  and  would  create  confusion,  loss  of  work  completed  and  added  budget  demands,  none 
of  which  improves  the  service  to  the  fanners  and  ranchers.  In  addition,  having  farm  programs 
administered  by  two  different  Under  Secretaries  would  bring  confusion,  disgust,  and  erosion  of 
participation  by  those  who  should  be  helped. 

Mr.  Chairman  let  me  point  out  sevwal  concerns  we  have  with  H.R.  3171.  The  bill  states 
that  the  Secretary  may  appoint  a  state  committee.  This  will  make  it  (fiscretionary  with  the  Secretary 
whether  there  is  a  state  committee  or  not  It  further  says,  the  Secretary  may  establish  a  county  or 
area  committee.  May  is  a  discretionary  word.  NAFEC  strongly  opposes  these  provisions  and 
urge  the  committee  to  keep  the  pomanent  law  that  mandates  county  elected  committeemen. 

The  proposed  law  allows  the  Secretary  to  appoint  non  farmers  to  the  state  of  county 
committees.  Other  language  says  the  Secretary  may  use  the  services  of  such  committees  in 
carrying  out  programs.  We  oppose  this,  because  now  county  elected  committees  administers  farm 
programs. 

If  proposed  changes  are  made  in  the  current  farmer  elected  committee  system,  and  area 
committees  are  selected,  large  areas  will  not  be  represented  by  active  farmers. 

Over  the  years,  the  administrative  branch  has  tried  to  take  over  administration  of  farm 
programs,  but  pomanent  law  has  prevented  that  from  happening.  Local  farmer  elected  committees 
have  been  the  last  beach  head  of  local  control.  Don't  change  it  now. 

NAFEC  sees  no  justification  in  making  any  changes  in  the  basic  concept  of  the  Farmer 
Elected  Committee  System,  in  fact  the  responsibilities  should  be  expanded  to  include 
administration  of  aU  programs  dealing  with  farmers  and  ranchers. 

NAFEC  would  make  the  following  recommendations  for  USDA  reorganization: 

1 )  Reorganization  should  start  at  the  top,  in  Washington. 

2)  The  Farmer  Elected  Committee  System  should  administer  all  programs 
dealing  with  farmers  and  ranches. 

3)  All  fann  related  programs  should  be  administered  by  one  agency,  ie, 
conservation,  price  support,  insurance,  loans  and  research. 

4)  Co-locate  county  offices. 

5)  Reduce  and  simplify  paper  work. 

6)  Create  one  compatible  computer  system  for  all  farm  programs. 

7)  Establish  an  dippes^  iHtx»ss  within  a  single  agency  dealing  only  with 
farmers'  and  ranchers'  problems. 

8)  Consolidate  county  offices  only  after  local  input  has  been  received. 

9)  Create  a  separate  agency  to  deal  with  environmental,  forestry,  fish 
and  wildlife  conservation  needs. 

10)  Create  a  review  process  for  civil  service  tiiat  justifies  employment 
and  expenditures. 
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In  summary,  for  over  two  hundred  years,  the  representative  type  democratic  government 
has  worked  well  for  the  people,  both  in  Congress  and  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  System.  We 
see  no  justification  in  changing  the  Farmer  Elected  Committee  system,  except  to  expand  its 
authority  and  responsibility.  NAFEC  supports  the  streamlining  of  USDA,  reducing  paper  work, 
making  computers  and  programs  compatible,  co-location  of  offices,  one  stop  shopping  for  fanners 
and  ranchers,  limited  county  office  consolidations,  consolidation  of  all  farm  related  programs  into 
one  agency,  expanding  the  local  committee  authority  and  responsibilities,  establishing  a  new 
appeals  division,  making  civil  service  more  responsible  and  cost  effective.  The  Farmer  Elected 
Committee  System  has  been  proven  by  time  and  experience  and  stands  ready  to  accept  any 
additional  responsibility  Congress  may  deem  appropriate  to  assign  it 

I  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  unbiased  efforts  toward  reorganization  and  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views.  I  stand  ready  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  today.   I  am  Merlin  Piagge,  President  of  the  Iowa  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  and  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  AoKrican  Farm  Bureau 
Federation.   I  am  a  farmer  from  Cerro  Gordo  County,  Iowa,  where  I  grow  com  and  soybeans. 

Let  me  start  by  saying  that  Farm  Bureau  has  a  long  record  of  supporting  efficiency  in 
government  and  prudent  cost  containment  strategies.  We  have  called  for  reductions  in  federal 
spending  and  believe  that  agriculture  has  absorbed  considerable  budget  reductions  over  the 
past  two  farm  bills.   In  fact,  no  other  major  program  can  match  the  record  of  spending 
reduction  that  has  been  achieved  in  farm  programs  since  1986.  Our  spending  has  been  cut  by 
nearly  two-thirds,  and  annual  reduction  in  program  costs  have  averaged  9  percent  per  year  for 
the  past  eight  years. 

Farm  Bureau  recognizes  that  in  response  to  changing  priorities,  budget  realities  and  a 
public  policy  objective  of  reinventing  government,  USDA  will  undergo  significant  changes. 
Our  policy  emphasizes  our  interest  in  being  an  active  participant  in  this  process.   AFBF 
policy  states: 

"We  suppon  and  should  take  an  active  role  in  restructuring  USDA  with 
an  emphasis  on  the  needs  of  fanners  and  ranchers,  and  the  efficient  use  of 
taxpayers'  money.  We  shall  vigorously  oppose  all  efforts  to  rename  it  or 
consolidate  it  with  any  other  departoKnt  or  agency  of  government." 

However,  the  issue  of  reorganization  has  created  great  uncertainty  and  anxiety  for  the 
past  two  years  among  farmers  who  have  heard  a  variety  of  proposals  for  streamlining  USDA 
and  closing  county  offices.  Farmers  are  justifiably  concemed  that  they  could  end  up  with  a 
lower  quality  of  service,  greater  inconvenience  and  less  responsiveness  firom  agencies  that 
provide  valuable  programs  and  regulate  farming  practices.   It  is  our  hope  that  this  undesirable 
outcome  does  not  result  from  reorganization  efforts.  There  is  concern  that,  in  spite  of  the 
stated  lofty  objectives  of  increased  efficiency,  financial  savings  and  improved  service,  the 
ultimate  impact  could  be  unfavorable  for  farmers  who  participate  in  USDA  programs. 

Farm  Bureau  has  closely  followed  the  development  of  proposals  intended  to  reorganize 
USDA  both  at  the  local  level  and  at  the  headquarters  in  Washington.  The  uncertainty  that 
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exists  results  not  from  the  proposed  structure  and  agency  mergers,  but  from  questions  about 
how  the  department  will  truly  function  after  the  changes  have  been  made. 

Questions  that  immediately  arise  include: 

(1)  Will  farmers  and  other  USD  A  constituents  receive  service  that  is  as  good  or 
better  than  that  provided  in  the  current  structure? 

(2)  Will  the  transition  to  a  new  structure  result  in  valuable  services  being 
interrupted,  or  de-emphasized  in  the  process?  For  example,  will  the  splitting  of 
services  currendy  provided  by  Farmers  Home  Administration  result  in  farmers 
receiving  adequate  credit  programs? 

(3)  Will  the  closing  of  county  offices  be  conducted  in  a  rational,  orderly  manner 
that  will  avoid  undue  confusion  and  inconvenience  for  program  participants? 

(4)  Will  agencies  that  have  had  a  valuable  mission  and  arc  targeted  for  merger  or 
restructuring  continue  to  fulfill  their  mission  in  the  restructured  USDA?   The 
Extension  Service  is  an  example  of  an  agency  in  transition  with  a  future  that  appears 
to  be  uncertain. 

Many  good  concepts  have  surfaced  during  this  process.   We  believe  that  the  changes 
eventually  agreed  upon  should  incorporate  points  from  a  variety  of  sources.  Therefore,  we 
would  like  to  oudine  some  major  points  that  we  believe  should  play  a  part  in  this  process: 

(1)  USDA  agencies  must  continue  to  rely  upon  a  form  of  decentralized  county 
offices.   Consohdation  of  agencies  into  a  Farm  Service  Agency  can  be  achieved  if  a 
rational  process  is  employed  to  accomplish  the  objective  of  eliminating  inefficiency. 
However,  the  structure  of  agriculmre  requires  that,  in  order  to  provide  service  to 
farmers  and  ranchers  in  dispersed  rural  areas,  a  network  of  offices  must  exist 
throughout  the  country.  The  criteria  for  selecting  office  locations  must  be  thoroughly 
reviewed  and  carefully  constructed. 

(2)  Service  to  fanners  in  the  most  efficient,  cost-effective  manner  must  be  a 
primary  objective.  The  programs  that  farmers  participate  in  and  benefit  from  should 
be  user-friendly  and  compatible  with  other  farm  service  programs.  Therefore,  the 
Farm  Service  Agency,  the  Natural  Resource  Agency  and  Rural  Development  Services 
need  computer  systems  that:   share  common  information  bases;  communicate  with 
each  other,  communicate  with  farmer's  computers;  and  reduce  the  time,  effort  and 
paperwork  required  of  farmers.  Programs  operated  by  these  agencies  must  be 
compatible  and  complementary. 

(3)  A  long-term  goal  should  be  to  combine  offices  and  personnel  that  can  work 
with  farmers  located  at  a  single  site.  Farm  service  centers  would  reduce  overhead  and 
support  staff  needs.  However,  this  can  only  be  accomplished  once  the  programs  are 
adequately  integrated. 
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(4)  Increased  emphasis  must  be  placed  on  improving  telecommunications  and 
computer  capabilities  of  these  offices.  Dissemination  of  announcements,  rules  and 
program  provisions  within  the  network  of  county  offices  should  be  improved.   In 
addition,  allowing  producers  to  communicate  interactively  by  computer  network,  fax 
machine  or  by  using  computer  disks  that  provide  the  required  information  concerning 
program  provisions  would  alleviate  much  of  the  time  and  expense  of  participating  in 
the  programs. 

(5)  Improvements  in  efficiency  must  be  flexible  enough  to  fit  with  local  and 
regional  conditions.   In  the  case  of  closely-situated  small  counties,  merging  several 
offices  can  be  accomplished  without  serious  disnipdon  to  the  constituents  served  by 
those  offices.  Delivery  of  services  should  actually  improve,  as  small  offices  can  be 
replaced  by  combined  offices  that  can  take  advantage  of  economies  of  scale  and  can 
be  open  for  longer  hours.   However,  in  some  large  geographic  counties,  merging  of 
several  offices  would  pose  excessive  inconveniences  on  those  who  need  access  to  the 
services. 

(6)  Programmatic  restructuring  should  not  eliminate  local  involvement  through  use 
of  constituent  committees.   If  anything,  centralization  increases  the  need  for  local  input 
from  ASC  committees.  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  district  committees.  Farmers 
Home  Administration  committees  and  others  to  make  sure  that  the  programs  are 
adapted  to  conditions  within  the  service  area.   We  have  not  heard  how  the  new 
structure  would  affect  the  role  of  such  committees,  but  AFBF  strongly  believes  that 
they  must  continue  to  perform  their  valuable  functions. 

(7)  Merging  agencies  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  specialized  technical  resources 
that  have  been  previously  concentrated  in  a  single  agency.  Farmers  will  continue  to 
need  the  advice  and  expertise  of  soil  conservationists,  extension  specialists  and  other 
technical  advisors,  regardless  of  what  agency  provides  these  services.  We  do  not 
believe  that  the  knowledge  base  of  specialists  should  be  diminished  through 
requirements  that  they  become  generalists  in  order  to  reflect  the  multiple  disciplines 
encompassed  by  merging  several  agencies.   With  this  is  mind,  we  were  pleased  that 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  will  continue  to  provide  valuable  technical 
support  that  has  been  the  main  objective  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

(8)  Farm  Bureau  will  not  support  the  shifting  of  responsibilities  currentiy  being 
carried  out  by  a  USDA  agency  to  another  department  as  a  consequence  of  the  USDA 
reorganization.   Many  farmers  fear  that  other  departments  or  agencies  may  attempt  to 
take  over  programs  that  USDA  is  currentiy  providing.  The  recommendation  to  move 
the  Food  Safety  Inspection  Service  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  should  be 
rejected. 

(9)  Fanners  believe  that  the  Extension  Service  should  remain  closely  involved  with 
the  research  and  land  grant  university  system.  The  mission  of  the  Extension  Service  is 
to  deliver  research  in  a  practical  form  to  farmers  and  ranchers.  That  goal  must  be 
maintained.   As  competitive  forces  demand  that  successful  farm  operators  employ 
emerging  technology  and  new  production  practices,  conservation  techniques  and 
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marketing  strategies,  we  cannot  afford  to  have  the  Extension  Service  programs  fail  to 
deliver  practical  applied  research  to  farmers  who  will  need  that  information  to  remain 
competitive. 

(10)  We  support  the  creation  of  a  National  Appeals  Division.   We  believe  that  its 
functions  should  be  extended  to  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
determinations,  such  as  wetlands  delineations  and  conservation  compliance,  in  order  to 
provide  farmers  with  an  impartial  recourse  in  such  cases. 

(11)  We  do  not  support  merging  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  and  the 
Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service.   Industry  conditions  are  substantially  different  and 
these  agencies  perform  uniquely  separate  functions  that  would  not  permit  an  easy 
transition  through  merger  into  a  single  agency.  We  are  especially  concerned  with  the 
concentration  that  has  occurred  in  the  meat  packing  industry  and  believe  that  any 
action  that  would  diminish  the  Packers  and  Stockyard  Administration's  authority  could 
compromise  its  ability  to  closely  monitor  the  industry  at  a  critical  time.   Changes 
taking  place  in  the  livestock  and  meat  industry  have  increased  the  need  for  a  strong 
and  visible  P&S  to  retain  a  competitive  mariceting  climate. 

Farm  Bureau  commends  Secretary  Espy  for  the  proposal  that  he  has  developed  in 
restructuring  USDA.  The  information  provided  thus  far  articulates  appropriate  objectives  and 
the  plan  makes  sense  on  paper.   However,  the  true  test  will  come  in  the  implementation  of 
whatever  plan  emerges  from  the  process  in  which  the  administration  and  Congress  will  create 
a  new  Department  of  Agriculture.  For  farmers,  the  effects  will  be  judged  not  by  the  lines  and 
boxes  on  the  organizational  chart,  but  by  how  tiiey  are  treated  by  the  agencies  created  to 
implement  national  agricultural  policies  and  serve  their  needs.   Farmers  are  justifiably 
concerned  that  any  loss  of  current  services  or  programs  in  this  transition  are  likely  to  be 
permanent,  because  the  budget  and  political  dynamics  will  prevent  the  restoration  of  programs 
that  are  lost  in  this  process.   Farm  Bureau  and  our  members  embrace  the  changes  that  should 
be  made,  but  because  die  stakes  are  high,  we  urge  that  caution  and  judgment  must  be 
exercised  in  reshaping  USDA. 

We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  this  committee  and  interested  members  of 
Congress  and  the  administration  in  achieving  improvements  in  the  efficiency  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  hearing. 
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TESTIMOKY  OF  NANCY  DANIELSON,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NATIONAL  FARMERS 
UNION,  REGARDING  REORGANIZATION  OF  DSDA,  PRESENTED  TO  THE  HOUSE 
COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE,  OCTOBER  13,  1993. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  today's  hearing  on  USDA 
reorganization  and  for  inviting  us  to  present  testimony.   I  am 
Nancy  Danielson,  and  I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  250,000  farm 
families  of  the  National  Farmers  Union.   We  commend  the  Secretary 
for  taking  on  the  huge  task  of  reorganizing  USDA.   We  look 
forward  to  working  with  Members  of  Congress  and  the 
Administration  to  help  the  Secretary  fulfill  his  goal  of  the 
making  USDA  user  friendly. 
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We  support  changes  within  USDA  to  improve  coordination  between 
agencies,  reduce  red  tape,  and  increase  the  public  recognition 
programs  offered  and  public  benefit  provided.    In  achieving  a 
new  USDA  that  emphasizes  user  friendly  services,  there  are 
several  areas  of  reorganization  for  which  we  would  offer  our 
endorsement. 

1.  National  Appeals  Division 

NFU  supports  the  Secretary's  proposal  to  create  an  independent 
national  appeals  division.   We  believe  that  placing  this  entity 
directly  under  the  Secretary's  office  gives  it  a  more  independent 
stature.   It  will  assist  in  meeting  the  needed  goal  of 
eliminating  inherent  conflicts  of  interest  which  arise  by  having 
the  same  agency  head  both  implement  programs  and  issue  final 
determinations  when  adverse  decisions  are  appealed.   It  separates 
the  policymakers  from  the  national  appeals  staff,  eliminating 
pressure  from  agency  employees  and  allowing  NAD  staff  to  be  freer 
in  making  decisions  based  on  the  law  and  regulations. 

However,  we  believe  it  should  include  more  than  just  farm  lending 
programs  and  commodity  program  appeals.   NFU  likes  the  concept 
outlined  in  S.  1425,  by  Senator  Conrad,  which  also  includes 
appeals  from  crop  insurance,  conservation,  and  rural  development 
decisions  within  the  NAD.   Adopting  S.  1425  as  part  of  the 
reorganization  would  place  in  statute,  rather  than  in 
regulations,  a  fair,  objective  appeals  process  that  could  not  be 
changed  at  the  whim  of  each  new  administration. 

We  also  strongly  believe  that  decisions  by  the  NAD  should  be 
final.   No  policy  person,  including  the  Secretary,  should  have 
the  ability  to  overturn  these  final  appeals. 

2,  Under  Secretary  for  Food.  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services 

We  are  pleased  with  the  Secretary's  call  to  elevate  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  the  Under  Secretary 
for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services.   The  program  services 
offered  within  this  agency  account  for  53  percent  of  the  entire 
USDA  budget.   We  fully  support  and  understand  the  need  to  expand 
the  school  lunch  program  and  to  increase  the  number  of  schools 
offering  school  breakfast  programs.   Elevating  the  position  will 
provide  proper  emphasis  to  the  important  role  of  this  agency  of 
USDA. 
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Recommendations  and  Points  of  Inquiry 

In  considering  further  issues  on  reorganization,  there  are 
several  recommendations  and  points  of  inquiry  that  we  would  like 
to  raise  today,  including: 

1)   the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community 
Development,  2)  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services,  3)  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and 
Environment,  4)  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service,  5)  State, 
County,  and  Area  Committees,  6)  Field  Offices,  7)  Merger  of 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration,  and  8)  Field  Hearings. 

1.  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development 

We  support  the  emphasis  Secretary  Espy  is  recommending  for  the 
new  Under  Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development 
and  believe  greater  success  can  be  achieved  with  a  more 
coordinated  and  streamlined  agency. 

A.  We  support  the  establishment  of  the  Rural  Utilities  Service 
and  the  programs  proposed  within  this  agency.   We  believe  that 
the  administrator  for  this  agency  should  be  appointed  by  the 
President  and  subject  to  congressional  confirmation. 

In  order  to  provide  better  focus  on  rural  development  needs  and 
opportunities,  I  would  urge  your  consideration  of  combining  the 
proposals  for  a  "Rural  Community  Development  Service"  and  a 
"Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development  Service"  into  one 
agency,  which  might  be  called  the  "Agriculture,  Rural  Community 
and  Cooperative  Development  Service." 

Combining  the  two  agencies  would  enable  better  program 
coordination  that  could  be  extremely  important  to  rural  economic 
development.   We  believe  the  program  could  also  be  delivered  in  a 
more  efficient  and  cost  effective  manner. 

B.  We  believe  the  success  of  restructuring  rural  development 
programs  and  the  Agricultural  Cooperative  Service,  along  with  the 
continued  successful  operation  of  rural  electric  and  telephone 
cooperatives,  and  the  continued  development  of  needed  water  and 
sewer  programs,  will  depend  upon  the  delivery  structure  of 
programs  within  this  new  Under  Secretary  office. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  a  State  Executive  Director  for  Rural 
Economic  and  Community  Development  for  each  state  be  appointed. 
The  Director  should  be  given  authority  to  hire  appropriate  staff 
to  coordinate  programs  with  local  communities,  associations, 
cooperatives  and  residents.   The  lack  of  information  on  available 
programs  and  assistance  in  meeting  the  appropriate  criteria  is 
the  reason  some  communities  have  not  upgraded  their  sewer  and 
water  systems,  and  have  not  been  able  to  attract  the  small 
businesses  adaptable  to  the  resources  within  their  communities. 

2.  Dnder  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services 

We  suggest  creating  an  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  Services,  Natural 
Resources  and  Environment  and  an  Under  Secretary  for 
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International  Trade  Service.   In  addition,  we  suggest  changing 
the  office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  to 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Forest  Service.   We  believe  this 
modification  would  accomplish  several  important  goals. 

A.  We  support  creating  an  Under  Secretary  for  International 
Trade  Services  and  charging  that  agency  with  involvement  in 
international  negotiations  on  trade  which  affect  the  trading  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  affect  our  domestic  programs  in 
regard  to  production  agriculture.   The  agency  should  also  be 
charged  with  monitoring  the  imports  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  food  products  as  to  the  impact  they  have  on  domestic 
production  agriculture  and  related  businesses.   This  position 
takes  on  added  significance  in  light  of  President  Clinton's 
recently  announced  objective  of  linking  foreign  aid  to  export 
opportunities.   In  addition,  the  ongoing  changes  in  world  events 
have  increased  the  need  for  greater  focus  on  trade  opportunities, 
credit  requirements,  and  international  rules  and  regulations. 

B.  We  recommend  establishing  an  Under  Secretary  for  Farm 
Services,  Natural  Resources  and  Environment.   We  support  the 
concept  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  (FSA) ,  as  proposed  in  Section 
102  of  the  draft  legislation.   We  urge  elevating  the  proposed 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  as  proposed  in  Section  401 
from  the  assistant  secretary  level  to  an  agency  within  the  office 
of  Under  Secretary. 

The  1990  farm  bill  mandates  that  farmers,  ranchers  and  landlords 
comply  with  conservation  regulations  in  order  to  retain 
eligibility  for  program  benefits.   Operating  conservation  cost 
share  programs  within  the  FSA  strengthens  the  link  between  farm 
programs  and  environment  and  conservation  programs. 

We  urge  that  a  State  Executive  Director  for  Farm  Services, 
Natural  Resources,  and  Environment  be  appointed  for  each  state. 

C.  Whether  or  not  the  agencies  are  combined,  offices  should  be 
co-located  to  provide  true  one-stop  shopping  for  producers. 
Co-location  would  reduce  paperwork,  reduce  office  visits,  and 
enable  the  use  of  shared  information  for  implementing  programs  in 
the  most  efficient  and  cost-effective  manner. 

3.  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment 

We  recommend  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Natural  Resources 
and  Environment  become  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Forest 
Services.   This  position  would  oversee  one  of  the  Departments' 
largest  agencies.   The  challenges  within  the  forest  service  are 
significant,  and  the  importance  of  improving  the  operation  is 
both  beneficial  to  our  nation's  budget  and  employment 
opportunities,  as  will  as  providing  benefit  to  the  general 
public. 

4.  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

We  strongly  support  maintaining  the  Food  safety  and  Inspection 
Service  as  well  as  the  Animal,  Plant  Health  Inspection  Services 
within  the  offices  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  and 
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Inspection  Services.   We  oppose  any  attempt  to  move  these  or  any 
part  of  these  programs  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration.   We 
support  the  Secretary's  emphasis  on  aggressive  regulatory  actions 
and  increased  effort  to  assure  safety  and  quality  of  the  food 
supply. 

S.   State.  County,  and  Area  Committees 

We  have  a  number  of  concerns  in  regard  to  the  structure  of  the 
state,  county,  and  area  committee  as  proposed  in  Section  103. 

A.  State  appointed  committees  -  We  believe  that  state  committees 
should  consist  of  three,  or  not  more  than  five,  members  who  are 
agricultural  producers.   We  oppose  allowing  the  appointment  of 
non-farmers  to  the  state  committees. 

We  believe  the  current  structure  allows  the  state  committee  to 
consult  with  experts  in  the  area  of  agricultural  finance, 
management  or  law,  as  well  as  other  areas,  including  conservation 
and  environment,  as  necessary,  to  conduct  the  duties  of  the 

committee. 

B.  County  elected  committees  -  It  is  extremely  important  that 
county  elected  committees  remain  a  part  of  the  new  USDA.   Vice 
President  Gore's  national  performance  evaluation  underscores  the 
need  to  have  local  involvement  and  control.   The  county  farmer 
elected  committee  system  is  one  of  the  best  examples  of  local 
empowerment  that  really  works. 

We  believe  the  county  committees  should  continue  to  be  elected  by 
agricultural  producers.   We  also  recommend  including  members  who 
have  an  agency  farm  loan. 

C.  Area  elected  committee  -  For  an  office  that  serves  more  than 
one  county,  the  committee  must  be  structured  to  include 
representatives  from  each  county  served.   The  size  of  the 
committee  may  need  to  be  expanded  to  seven  members  to  include 
representation  of  the  area  served. 

Committee  members  at  all  levels  must  receive  appropriate  training 
to  ensure  that  they  are  familiar  with  all  program 
responsibilities  within  the  new  structure. 

6.   Field  Offices  "~ 

Farmers  and  ranchers  were  extremely  pleased  that  when  testifying 
at  his  confirmation  hearing.  Secretary  Espy  said  Washington  would 
get  its  house  in  order,  before  reorganizing  or  closing  any  field 
offices.   That  type  of  approach  shows  the  Secretary's  priorities. 
At  the  same  time,  we  note  that  while  many  of  the  changes  proposed 
by  the  Secretary  require  Congressional  action,  closing  field 
offices  requires  only  administrative  action.   We  hope  that  this 
does  not  lead  to  field  offices  being  closed  before  a  decision  has 
been  made  as  to  the  new  structure  under  national  reorganization. 

We  would  also  point  out  that  field  office  employees  live  and  work 
in  rural  areas.   Therefore,  the  impact  caused  by  loss  of  rural 
jobs  will  be  less  severe  to  the  extent  down-sizing  can  be 
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achieved  through  natural  attrition  and  buy-outs. 

We  would  like  to  be  sure  that  decisions  for  office  closings 
incorporate  the  newly  added  criteria  of  those  who  are  socially 
disadvantaged.   This  is  essential  if  we  are  to  provide  outreach 
to  producers  who  are  often  overlooked,  such  as  Native  American 
and  black  fanners. 

We  believe  the  value  of  a  field  office  should  not  be  measured 
only  by  comparing  overhead  costs  to  the  amount  paid  in  direct 
payments  to  farmers  nor  by  the  number  of  farmers  and  ranchers 
served.  USDA  field  offices  perform  many  functions  which  have 
nothing  to  do  with  payments.  The  county  office  is  the 
personification  of  the  federal  government  at  the  local  level. 
USDA  is  the  people's  agency.  It  is  not  a  bunch  of  faceless 
bureaucrats;  it's  a  friend  and  neighbor  that  staffs  the  local 
office  and  knows  what  is  happening  in  the  area. 

7.  Merger  of  Packers  and  stockvards  Administration 

We  remain  anxious  to  see  details  of  the  proposal  to  merge  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  with  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Service.   NFU ' s  members  remain  concerned  about 
monopolistic  unfair  trade  practices,  especially  in  the  food 
industry,  and  believe  that  the  role  of  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Administration  should  be  bolstered,  and  not  reduced  in  any  way. 

It  is  unclear  what  advantage  would  be  obtained  by  merging  these 
two  agencies  into  one.   We  oppose  taking  action  which  would 
diminish  the  ability  of  either  agency  to  function 
effectively. 

8.  Field  Hearings 

We  strongly  support  holding  a  series  of  field  hearings.   When  a 
private  business  is  considering  a  major  change,  it  starts  by 
doing  a  market  study  to  find  out  what  the  consumer  wants.   We 
should  approach  USDA  reorganization  in  a  way  that  ensures  that  we 
know  what  users  want.   Members  of  the  public  who  use  these 
offices  many  be  willing  to  accept  some  consolidations,  but  they 
should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  decision 
making  process. 

In  addition,  we  must  allow  the  new  state  directors  and  committee 
members  to  have  an  integral  part  in  the  development  of  the 
reorganization.   Their  involvement  provides  for  input  reflective 
of  the  changes  called  for  in  putting  people  first. 

Conclusion 

Understandably,  many  details  are  remaining.   We  hope  that  a  broad 
spectrum  of  those  impacted,  including  representation  from 
farmers,  municipalities,  rural  home  owners,  utility  users,  and 
others,  be  consulted  in  working  out  those  important  details. 

We  offer  our  support  and  assistance  throughout  the  process.   Once 
again,  thank  you  for  inviting  our  comments  today. 
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■IV  BT    mt     ^H^  National  Family  Farm  Coalition 

no  Maryland  Avenue,  NE.  Suite  307   •  Washington,  DC  20002   •   (202)  543-5675   •    Fax:  (202)  543-0978 

TESTIMOHY  OF  KAIHERINE  OZER  OH 

BBHXLF   OP  THE  KAIIOHAI.  FAMILY  FARM  COALITION 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  CCMMITTEE, 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OM  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION, 

ON  USOA  REORGANIZATION 

October  13,  1993 

Than)c  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  allowing  me  to  present  testimony  on 
the  proposed  USDA  reorganization  plan.   This  testimony  is 
presented  on  behalf  of  the  National  Family  Farm  Coalition  (NFFC) 
representing  40  rural  advocacy  and  family  farm  organizations  in 
31  states. 

We  feel  that  USDA  has  been  wasting  millions  and  billions  of 
taxpayer  dollars  since  the  early  1980  s.   We  contend  that  the 
waste  has  not  been  additional  staff  in  local  offices  or  the 
number  of  offices  at  the  county  level  but  in  the  failure  of  the 
policy  direction  from  the  national  level.   The  agenda  of  USDA  and 
particularly  FmHA  has  been  to  promote  policies  that  work  to 
eliminate  family  farmers.    We  hope  this  attitude  and  policy 
direction  will  change. 

We  have  concerns  about  the  overall  reorganization  plan  recently 
submitted  by  Secretary  Espy  as  well  as  the  level  of  farmer  input 
thus  far.   Our  primary  concern  is  ensuring  that  family  farmers 
will  in  fact  be  the  beneficiaries  of  an  overhaul  that  results  in 
coherent  policies  and  delivery  of  programs.   A  particular  concern 
is  the  pressing  need  for  a  truly  independent  appeals  system  in 
response  to  any  USDA  adverse  decision.   We  welcome  the  change  m 
the  location  of  the  new  independent  appeals  system  from  the 
September  7th  proposal  to  the  legislative  proposal.   We  strongly 
urge  that  the  details  be  incoirporated  in  the  reorganization  plan 
to  reflect  the  recently  introduced  legislation,  H.R.  2950  -  the 
National  Appeals  Division  Act  of  1993.   There  needs  to  be 
consistent  treatment  -  whether  an  adverse  loan  decision.  Packers 
and  Stockyards  complaint,  or  a  problem  with  ASCS  or  SCS 
determinations . 

In  February  of  1993,  we  were  told  there  would  be  regional 
sessions  allowing  for  input  of  our  ideas  about  the  plans  for 
reorganization.  However,  these  sessions  were  never  held.   We  feel 
that  the  Madigan  plan  to  close  1289  local  USDA  offices  was  based 
on  questionable  economic  analysis.  There  was  no  examination  of 
the  longterm  leases  held  by  offices  or  the  length  of  time 
required  by  farmers  to  drive  in  order  to  reach  these  offices.  An 
even  more  serious  problem  is  that  the  number  of  guaranteed  loans 
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that  an  individual  office  is  servicing  was  never  factored  into 
their  calculations,  even  though  their  salary  review  was  based  on 
the  numbers  of  fanners  who  could  "graduate"  from  direct  to 
guaranteed  loans .   The  assumptions  used  in  this  formula  need  to 
be  examined.   We  are  hearing  that  offices  are  being  moved  or 
closed  down  and  new  construction  approvals  are  being  made  even 
though  the  process  is  supposed  to  be  on  hold. 

Our  major  concern  about  the  overall  reorganization  is  the 
placement  of  the  Farm  Service  agency  under  the  Under  Secretary 
for  Farm  and  International  Trade  services.   The  needs  of  family 
farmers  and  the  grain  trade  cannot  be  met  with  the  same  hand. 
Additionally,  this  would  disconnect  farm  services  from  the  rural 
community  development  agency.   This  plan  will  be  the  death  Icnell 
of  family  farm  agriculture  all  under  the  guise  of  efficiency  and 
saving  taxpayer  dollars.   We  also  question  why  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration  will  be  merged  with  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Program.   These  are  two  small  yet  very  important 
functions  of  the  USDA  which  we  feel  should  be  strengthened  not 
reduced . 

To  truly  save  money  and  increase  efficiency,  we  suggest: 

o  Placing  the  national  appeals  division  in  a  "box"  directly  under 
the  Secretary; 

0  Putting  the  International  Trade  Services  under  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services.    The  Farm 
Services  Agency  (FSA)  should  be  housed  with  the  Under  Secretary 
for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development .   The  Under 
Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services  can  then  be 
dissolved.   This  will  exact  a  true  savings  and  result  in 
increased  efficiency. 

Increasing  efficiency  will  also  largely  depend  on  the  methods 
employed  in  the  proposed  office  consolidation.  What  is  the 
expected  outcome  of  this  consolidation?  Will  it  result  in  five 
different  employees  working  under  one  roof  with  a  coordinated 
computer  system  or  one  employee  who  will  be  expected  to  deliver 
highly  technical  and  important  information  on  a  very  broad  array 
of  issues?   In  some  cases,  employees  have  been  moved  to  one 
overcrowded  office  or  new  offices  were  leased  without  any 
analysis  of  the  intended  improvement  in  service  delivery. 

1  understand  that  Secretary  Espy  has  established  four  key 
principles  that  the  restructuring  proposal  must  meet.   These  are 
as  follows: 

1)  improve  the  delivery  of  service  to  customers; 

2)  remain  consistent  with  the  mandated  missions  of  USDA; 

3 )  make  the  department  a  better  place  for  employees ,  and 

4)  save  taxpayers  money. 

I  %rauld  like  to  comment  on  these  key  principles. 

1.   Nho  are  USDA's  customers?  They  need  to  be  identified.   It  is 
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our  contention  that  family  farmers  are  still  the  first  and  most 
important  customers  of  USDA.   Farmers  need  services  that 
contribute  to  the  successful  operation  of  their  farm  businesses. 
While  one-stop  shopping  may  sound  good  on  paper,  do  not  confuse 
the  farmer  customer  with  the  consumer.  While  the  convenience  of 
one-stop  shopping  may  be  desirable  to  the  average  consumer,  it 
may  be  completely  ineffectual  in  assisting  farmers  who  are  trying 
to  run  businesses.  These  programs  are  our  lives.   The  important 
aspect  of  serving  farmers'  needs  is  the  quality  of  assistance. 
It  is  more  important  that  farmers  receive  the  services  needed  in 
a  timely  manner  than  the  physical  location  of  the  office.   It  is 
the  quality  of  services  that  contributes  to  the  successful 
operation  of  our  farm  business. 

It  is  especially  troublesome  to  think  that  the  farmer  will  have 
fewer  human  resources  to  rely  on  for  assistance  in  addressing  the 
various  aspects  of  the  farm  business.  This  makes  it  imperative 
that  USDA  hire  and  train  employees  who  acknowledge  that  family 
farmers  play  a  significant  role  in  the  health  of  the  overall 
economy  of  this  country.   And  equally  important  is  the  belief 
that  existing  family  farms  are  worth  saving  and  the  rejuvenation 
of  the  rural  economy  will  result  in  increased  numbers  of  family 
farmers .   Employees  must  be  rewarded  for  doing  everything 
possible  within  their  power  to  help  a  farmer  achieve  a  successful 
farming  business.  In  addition  to  employee  trainings,  the  local 
county  committees  must  be  trained  and  utilized.   This  has  not 
been  the  case  in  the  past. 

2.  The  mandated  mission  of  USDA  and  especially  FmHA  and  ASCS  must 
be  stated  and  clear  to  both  employees  and  farmers.   This  needs  to 
be  included  in  the  training  of  employees  as  well  as  the  training 
of  county  committee  members.   Trainings  will  help  to  ensure  that 
the  talents,  community  knowledge,  and  awareness  of  that  mission 
are  reflected  in  the  actions  and  activities  of  county  committee 
members.   The  proposal  to  merge  the  functions  of  the  county 
committees  under  the  Farm  Services  Agency  into  one  committee 
makes  us  question  whether  it  will  merely  serve  to  rubber-stamp 
policies  or  whether  it  will  have  new  roles  which  are  more 
reflective  of  farmers'  needs.   Merging  the  ASCS  Committees  and 
the  FmHA  Committees  into  one  five  member  Committee  with  3  elected 
and  2  appointed  reduces  the  involvement  of  farmers . 

A  completely  separate,  independent  appeals  process  for  all  USDA 
progrcun  participants  would  be  a  big  first  step  towards  returning 
to  the  mandated  mission  of  FmHA.   This  becomes  even  more 
important  and  more  necessary  as  pressure  mounts  to  have  fewer 
people  handle  more  programs.   The  very  lives  and  livelihoods  of 
entire  farm  families  are  on  the  line.   Every  effort  must  be  made 
to  ensure  that  nothing  is  overlooked  or  left  to  chance. 

3 .   We  believe  that  employees  informed  and  trained  in  the 
mandated  mission  of  USDA  and  provided  with  proper  incentives  to 
carry  out  their  jobs  of  serving  farmers  will  result  in  a  more 
productive  auad  satisfied  work  force.   A  working  partnership 
between  employees,  management,  and  customers  needs  to  be 
developed.   Where  USDA  employees  are  unionized,  there  is  much 
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more  support  for  fanners  and  other  USDA  customers.  Secretary  Espy 
should  issue  a  policy  statement  to  all  USDA  employees  making  it 
clear  that  there  will  no  longer  be  any  reprisal  or  blacJcballing 
of  employees  for  actively  joining  and  assisting  the  union  of 
their  choice. 

4.   Saving  the  taxpayer's  money  Is  nothing  more  than  a  false 
front  for  a  hidden  agenda.   Much  has  been  done  in  the  name  of 
saving  money,  when  in  reality  the  objective  was  to  rid  the 
countryside  of  family  farm  agriculture  to  make  way  for  large 
corporate  agribusiness  entities.   This  change  has  not  resulted  in 
lower  food  costs  to  the  consumer  nor  has  it  resulted  in  lower 
costs  to  the  taxpayer. 

While  it  may  cost  more  money  up  front  to  have  less  than  centrally 
located  offices  and  adequately  trained  staff  people,  the  outcome 
should  be  successful  farming  businesses  located  across  the 
country  making  significant  contributions  to  rural  communities. 
Successful  farm  businesses  become  taxpaying  units.   Expanding  the 
taxpaying  base  of  a  community  is  the  best  long  term  use  of  tax 
dollars . 

Farmers  have  spent  scarce  and  declining  resources  trying  to  get 
fair  hearings  on  their  appeals,  consideration  of  their  loan 
applications,  and  hours  driving  back  and  forth  to  USDA  offices  in 
response  to  small  technicalities  and  often  incorrect  information 
provided  by  employees.  Farmers  have  often  been  met  by  employees 
who  possess  an  anti-farmer  attitude  at  the  local  level  as  well  as 
lack  clear  direction  from  the  national  level.   We  are  hearing 
reports  from  the  countryside  that  there  has  been  some  shift  in 
the  attitude  at  the  local  level  -  a  change  we  certainly  welcome. 
We  question  how  much  money  has  been  wasted  by  USDA  contracting 
out  jobs  while  ignoring  their  own  employee's  capabilities  and 
creativity.   Contracting  out  services  creates  another  layer  of 
bureaucracy  between  the  USDA  worker  and  the  farmer.   In  addition 
to  all  of  this,  there  has  been  waste  created  by  unnecessary 
adversarial  relationships  and  litigation  to  get  FmHA  to  comply 
with  its  own  programs  and  employee  conflicts . 

Appeals:  An  area  of  major  concern  since  1990  has  been  the 
operation  of  the  FmHA  appeals  system  as  documented  in  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee  and  House  Government  Operations  hearings 
over  the  past  3  years.  In  1987  a  new  appeals  system  was 
established  in  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act.   It  was  working  very 
well,  overturning  nearly  60%  of  the  cases  in  support  of  the  FmHA 
borrower,  until  the  independence  of  the  National  Appeals  Staff 
was  directly  jeopardized  by  the  intervention  of  the  FmHA 
Director.   Since  that  time,  the  appeals  process  has  basically 
been  frozen.   Farmers  have  won  appeals  that  are  then  ignored  by 
the  local  FmHA  office  and  other  farmers  have  been  waiting  months 
and  now  years  for  final  decisions.  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  National  Appeals  Division  be  a  truly  separate 
agency  directly  under  the  Secretary  and  free  of  intervention  by 
the  agency  heads.  In  the  1990  Farm  Bill,  a  new  ASCS  appeals 
system  was  created  that  was  supposed  to  be  independent  and  yet  it 
too  has  failed  to  work  as  envisioned  by  Congress. 
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Agricultural  Mediation  Programs:   Mediation  has  been  working  in 
states  around  the  country.   Its  success  on  farm-lender  issues  was 
recognized  by  Vice-President  Gore  in  his  "Reinventing  Government" 
book  that  recognized  the  value  of  alternative  dispute  resolution 
mechanisms.   In  1987,  the  Agricultural  Credit  Act  created  a 
federal  match  to  both  expand  and  encourage  creation  of 
these  important  programs.   Despite  initial  USDA  apprehension 
about  the  role  and  effectiveness  of  mediation,  they  have  played  a 
coordinating  role  that  has  been  very  beneficial.   In  fact,  we  are 
hopeful  that  USDA  will  support  expanding  mediation  services 
beyond  FmHA  to  other  agencies  within  USDA  along  the  lines  of  a 
comprehensive  appeals  program. 

Strategic  Plans  and  Employee  Evaluations:   Farmers  strongly 
support  FmHA's  recent  revision  of  their  employee  goals  which  are 
used  in  evaluating  job  performance.  The  Administrative  Notice 
sent  out  on  June  24,  1993  states,  "As  you  have  heard,  one  of  the 
major  goals  being  emphasized  by  Secretary  Mike  Espy  and  this 
Agency  is  to  be  farmer  and  customer  friendly.  The  management  and 
servicing  goals  of  FmHA  have  been  revised  to  provide  all 
servicing  options  to  which  a  borrower  might  be  entitled.   It 
continues  to  be  important  that  we  make  loans  to  those  eligible 
for  our  services  and  who  have  an  opportunity  for  success." 

The  new  goals  mean  that  employee  evaluations  will  not  be 
negatively  impacted  if  they  assist  a  borrower  with  debt 
restructuring  or  approve  them  for  a  direct  loan.   Prior  to  this 
change,  the  USDA  lender  of  last  resort,  FmHA  was  effectively 
thwarted  by  this  Reagan/Bush  policy  for  the  past  12  years. 

We  urge  USDA  to  revisit  the  Bush  Administration  "strategic  plan" 
due  to  its  clear  direction  of  eliminating  a  role  for  FmHA  in  both 
farm  and  housing  lending.  We  support  the  recommended  closing  of 
RDA  regional  offices  as  included  in  the  Appropriations  Bill.  It 
is  a  duplicative  agency  that  was  created  to  further  demoralize 
and  confuse  the  role  of  FMHA.  The  agency-wide  employee 
consolidation  plan  that  is  supposed  to  be  accomplished  by 
attrition  should  not  be  accomplished  by  consolidating 
sub-agencies  when  important  work  is  being  performed.  Of 
particular  concern  is  the  low  number  of  women  and  people  of  color 
in  many  jobs  at  the  national  and  local  level . 

Training  and  Outreach:   In  1988,  it  was  farmers  who  tried  to 
educate  their  local  FmHA  office  about  the  regulations  for  the 
Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  1987  when  they  were  provided  with 
incorrect  information.   Some  farmers  ran  for  FmHA  County 
Committee  slots  and  won  while  others  were  provided  incorrect 
information  and  didn't.   It  was  family  farm  organizations  and  the 
Farmers  Legal  Action  Group  (FLAG)  that  spent  hundreds  of  hours 
re-writing  the  proposed  regulations  that  had  intentionally 
misrepresented  the  intent  of  the  legislation. 

In  1991,  it  took  major  efforts  by  farmers  and  farm  organizations 
to  get  implementation  of  the  Integrated  Farm  Management 
Program  Option  (IFMPO)  by  local  ASCS  offices.   Farmers  were  told 
not  to  bother  to  apply  and  that  it  wouldn't  work  on  their  farms. 
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and  wasn't  worth  the  effort.   This  small  yet  significant  program 
helps  lay  the  groundwork  for  more  significant  policy  changes  to 
encourage  farmers  to  shift  their  farming  practices  towards 
rotation  and  less  pesticide  use,  yet  less  than  100,000  acres  out 
of  5  million  eligible  has  been  enrolled  in  the  program.   This 
past  year,  new  program  sign-up  was  even  lower  as  there  were  no 
new  State  Directors  and  no  outreach  on  the  program. 

We  want  to  ensure  that  reorganization  is  done  so  that  it  makes 
sense  to  consumers  of  USDA  services  -  not  just  the  0MB  budget 
cutters .   We  are  pleased  that  Secretary  Espy  suspended  some  FmHA 
foreclosure  actions  in  early  March  pending  a  new  review  process. 

We  hope  that  the  Clinton  Administration  and  Secretary  Espy  will 
really  listen  to  what  has  gone  wrong  and  consider  new  approaches 
to  making  both  the  agency  and  its  programs  really  deliver.   There 
are  some  new  State  Directors  that  come  to  their  jobs  with  a 
reform  perspective  that  puts  farmers  first.   But,  there  are  many 
other  decision-makers  at  the  state  and  national  level  that  are 
hold-overs  with  few  new  ideas  and  no  new  understanding  of  the 
true  mission  of  FmHA  nor  a  broader  vision  of  the  role  of  USDA  in 
revitalizing  our  rural  economy. 

There  is  a  major  challenge  and  opportunity  for  USDA  to  change  its 
approach  and  really  work  in  1993  and  1994.   The  floods  in  the 
Midwest  and  the  drought  in  the  Southeast  are  far  beyond  what  any 
of  us  could  have  imagined.   The  losses  are  devastating  yet  the 
longterm  disaster  can  be  minimized  or  increased  by  how  USDA 
responds.  There  is  an  opportunity  to  fix  what  has  been  broken  in 
the  bureaucracy.   Final  regulations  from  the  1990  Farm  Bill  on 
debt  restructuring  have  yet  to  be  issued;  a  failing  FmHA  appeals 
system  must  be  reformed,  and  major  retraining  of  USDA  employees 
needs  to  be  undertaken. 

There  is  also  a  need  for  a  coordination  between  USDA  and  sub- 
agencies  which  hasn't  existed  in  years.  The  existing  barriers 
that  have  kept  each  sub-agency  in  its  own  world  must  be  broken 
down.  The  importance  of  state  programs  responding  to  state  needs 
and  the  return  of  decision-making  to  the  local  and  state  level 
need  to  be  recognized.   Civil  rights  enforcement  must  be  a 
priority  for  employees  and  for  farmers  who  should  have  greater 
access  to  benefits  from  USDA  programs.   There  appears  to  be  -  and 
certainly  needs  to  be-  a  change  at  the  top  which  will  be 
reflected  at  the  local  level.   We  remain  concerned  about  whether 
this  national  reorganization  plan  truly  make  these  changes  or 
shifts  employees  from  one  area  to  another  with  new  titles . 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  issues.   It  is 
important  that  there  are  true  partnerships  to  make  these  changes. 
Farmers  look  forward  to  being  part  of  this  process.  Thank  you. 
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My  name  is  John  Morrison.  I  am  Executive  Director  of  the  National  Contract 
Poultry  Growers  Association  (NCPGA),  headquartered  in  Ruston,  Louisiana.  The 
NCPGA  is  an  agricultural  cooperative  organized  to  represent  the  interests  of  thousands 
of  poultry  growers  across  this  nation. 

As  producers  of  poultry  and  poultry  products,  we  utilize  many  of  the  services 
and  programs  offered  through  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  are  also  subjected  to 
many  rules,  regulations,  actions,  and  inactions  of  the  various  agencies,  therefore,  we 
appreciate  both  the  invitation  to  appear  before  you  today  and  the  opportunity  to  reflect 
our  suggestions  relative  to  the  reorganization  of  the  USDA. 

The  Packers  &  Stockyards  Act,  1921,  administered  and  enforced  by  the  Packers 
&  Stockyards  Administration  of  the  USDA,  offers  the  only  significant  federal 
protection  for  poultry  producers  against  the  use  of  unfair  and  deceptive  trade  practices 
by  the  large  vertically  integrated  poultry  processing  companies.  On  April  23,  1993,  we 
offered  testimony  before  you  in  Ames,  Iowa,  relative  to  the  reorganization  and 
reassignment  of  assets  for  this  agency.  We  would  like  to  reiterate  this  request  to  insure 
further  consideration  of  our  recommendations  in  this  reorganizational  process. 

Our  focus  today  is  directed  to  establishment  of  an  independent  "National  Appeals 
Division"  within  the  USDA  similar  to  that  suggested  by  the  National  Performance 
Review  Team.  We  support  the  teams'  concept  with  the  following  modifications: 

1.  The  appeals  division  should  report  directly  to  the  Secretary, 
rather  than  to  the  Under  Secretary  administering  the  agencies 
from  which  the  appeal  may  have  originated. 

2.  The  division  should  be  established  to  consider  and  act  upon  any 
appeal  made  by  a  farmer  as  the  result  of  actions  or  inactions  by 
any  USDA  agency,  whether  it  be  in  programs  under  FmHA, 
ASCS,  SCS,  ACS,  or  by  the  Grain  Inspection  Services,  the 
Organic  Standards  Board,  or  the  Packers  &  Stockyards 
Administration,  or  their  successor  organizations. 
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The  National  Appeals  Division  should  be  independent  and  separate  from  any  of 
the  direct  line  administrators  for  agencies  from  which  appeals  may  originate.  This 
should  provide  an  efficient  apolitical  structure  for  dealing  with  problems  relating  to 
farmer  services. 

The  appeal  system  must  be  open  to  all  farmers  who  are  affected  by  decisions 
made  by  USDA  agencies.  A  farmer  who  is  denied  certification  as  an  organic  producer 
should  have  a  forum  to  which  he  could  appeal  for  reconsideration.  A  poultry  producer 
who  is  wrongfully  denied  statutory  protections  by  the  Packers  &  Stockyards 
Administration  should  have  the  ability  to  appeal  decisions  by  this  agency.  A  grower  in 
North  Carolina  today  is  on  the  verge  of  losing  his  family  farm  after  having  his  contract 
terminated  by  Tyson  Foods.  This  grower  complained  to  Tyson  about  creative 
accounting  practices  used  by  the  company  in  determining  his  pay.  Tyson  pays  growers 
on  a  dollars  per  thousand  bird  basis  in  this  area,  and  they  were  arbitrarily  deducting 
five  coops  of  chickens  off  each  truck  load  of  birds  transferred  from  the  farm  to  the 
processing  plant.  This  practice  was  being  used  on  over  six  hundred  growers  for  several 
years.  Upon  their  hand  being  called  by  an  individual  grower  on  this  practice,  Tyson 
generated  all  kinds  of  reasons  to  terminate  the  grower  and  quit  placing  chickens  on  his 
farm.  The  grower  filed  a  complaint  with  the  Packers  &  Stockyards  Administration  and 
no  help  was  offered  because  investigators  accepted  company  information  justifying  their 
action  without  giving  due  consideration  for  the  real  intent  or  the  cheating  on  grower 
pay  which  was  the  root  of  the  problem.  Had  an  appeals  system  been  in  place,  this 
grower  would  not  likely  be  facing  financial  ruin  today. 

Similar  nightmares  could  be  related  by  many  farmers  who  have  been  subjected  to 
problems  caused  by  actions,  or  sometimes  because  of  the  lack  of  action,  by  a  USDA 
agency.  Gentlemen,  we  ask  you  to  support  USDA  restructuring  as  suggested  by  the 
National  Contract  Poultry  Growers  Association  at  your  April  23,  1993  hearing  and  as 
offered  in  testimony  here  today.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity! 
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Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee.  My  name  is  Gary 
Lenker  and  I  am  a  home  builder  from  Dauphin,  Pennsylvania.  I  very  much  appreciate  the 
opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  on  behalf  of  the  165,000  member  firms  of  the 
National  Association  of  Home  Builders  (NAHB). 

I  commend  you  for  holding  this  hearing  on  the  impending  reorganization  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  would  like  to  express  NAHB's  sincere 
appreciation  for  the  invitation  to  share  our  views  on  this  important  issue. 


INTRODUCTION 

The  National  Association  of  Home  Builders  supports  much  needed  efforts  to 
streamline  and  consolidate  the  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Such  efforts  are 
not  only  imperative  to  the  reduction  of  the  federal  budget  deficit,  but  are  necessary  to 
provide  a  higher  level  of  efficiency  and  service  to  the  American  taxpayer. 
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NAHB  is  gratified  that  the  Administration  has  asserted  that  "A  core  mission  of  the 
Department  Is  to  promote  economic  and  community  development  in  rural  communities". 
We  are  committed  to  the  preservation  of  subsidized  housing  programs  which  serve  our 
nation's  rural  poor.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  continue  to  promote  the  effective  operation  of 
much  needed  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  rural  housing  programs. 

This  written  statement  outlines  the  need  for  an  adequate  funding  delivery  system,  the 
importance  of  rural  housing  to  the  rural  economy,  and  the  severe  need  for  rural  housing  in 
America  today.  NAHB  looks  forward  to  an  opportunity  to  make  more  specific 
recommendations  on  further  changes  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  they  are  proposed. 


IMPORTANCE  OF  ADEQUATE  FUNDING  DELIVERY  SYSTEM 


According  to  Secretary  Espy's  proposed  reorganization  plan,  three  new  organizations 
will  be  created  to  foster  our  nation's  rural  development  needs.  They  are:  the  Rural 
Community  Development  Service,  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  and  the  Rural  Business  and 
Cooperative  Development  Service.  The  Rural  Community  Development  Service  would 
include  Farmers  Home  Administration  rural  housing  programs  as  well  as  Rural  Development 
Administration  and  Rural  Electrification  Administration  rural  community  loan  programs.  In 
terms  of  lending  and  loan  servicing  activities,  the  Rural  Community  Development  Service 
would  be  the  largest  of  the  three  agencies.  The  programs  to  be  under  its  jurisdiction 
represent  over  $4  billion  in  annual  lending  activity  and  related  assistance,  with  a  combined 
portfolio  of  over  $25  billion. 

Rural  housing  programs  represent  the  largest  share  of  direct  lending  currently 
administered  by  FmHA.  For  this  reason,  we  believe  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  entitle 
the  new  housing  agency  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development  Service.  We 
strongly  urge  you  to  ensure  that  adequate  resources  are  allocated  to  this  new  agency  to 
allow  it  to  perform  its  mission  effectively.  A  depletion  of  administrative  and  personnel 
resources  would  pose  a  serious  threat  to  the  future  operation  of  rural  housing  programs. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  currently  consists  of  approximately  1670  county, 
250  district  and  46  state  offices.  While  some  of  these  offices  should  be  closed  or 
consolidated  due  to  lack  of  activity  or  close  proximity  to  other  offices,  we  urge  that  field 
office  closings  be  performed  with  careful  deliberation.  We  encourage  you  to  work  with  the 
Administration,  Agriculture  Department  field  staff,  and  industry  groups  in  the  determination 
of  field  office  consolidations. 

Without  an  adequate  delivery  system,  today's  well  functioning  rural  housing 
programs  would  be  rendered  helpless.  For  instance,  the  cornerstone  of  FmHA's  Section  502 
single  family  direct  loan  program  has  been  the  localized  access  provided  by  the  county  field 
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office  structure.  This  is  absolutely  necessary  due  to  the  limited  means  of  travel  available  to 
the  economically  disadvantaged  recipients  of  these  services.  Delivery  should  be  locally 
based,  in  order  to  provide  access  to  a  geographically  dispersed  rural  population.  In 
addition,  we  would  like  to  stress  the  continued  need  for  oversight  and  involvement  through 
a  state  director  system,  similar  to  the  current  FmHA  system. 

We  would  also  like  to  affirm  our  support  for  Representative  Tim  Johnson's  USDA 
National  Appeals  Division  Act  of  1993  (H.R.  2950).  Our  membership  has  passed  policy 
asserting  the  need  for  an  unbiased,  independent  appeals  process  and  supporting  H.R.  2950's 
goals  of  greater  efficiency  and  cost  savings  through  the  consolidation  of  several  appeals 
systems. 


IMPORTANCE  OF  RURAL  HOUSING  TO  RURAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

The  availability  of  affordable  housing  is  an  absolute  prerequisite  to  rural  economic 
development  and  growth.  We  appreciate  your  Subcommittee's  recognition  of  the 
importance  of  rural  housing  programs  to  overall  rural  economic  development. 

Rural  housing  programs  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  not  only  have  a  strong 
track  record  of  successfully  providing  housing  to  Americans  unable  to  obtain  housing  from 
any  other  source,  but  provide  an  economic  stimulus  which  affects  our  nation's  entire 
economy. 

Housing  starts  in  non metropolitan  areas  are  a  significant  component  of  residential 
fixed  investment  each  year.  Nonmetropolitan  starts  since  1970  have  accounted  for  between 
14  and  34  percent  of  starts  annually. 

In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  Section  502  single  family  direct  loan  program  produced 
12,888  new  homes,  created  22,670  new  jobs,  generated  $647  million  in  wages  and  had  a 
total  tax  impact  on  federal,  state  and  local  government  of  $265.5  million.  That  same  year, 
the  Section  515  rural  rental  housing  loan  program  produced  14,664  units,  created  12,112 
new  jobs,  generated  $346.1  million  in  wages  and  provided  federal,  state  and  local 
governments  with  $156.9  million  in  tax  revenues. 

We  are  gratified  that  President  Clinton's  budget  proposals  recognize  the  rural  housing 
industry  as  a  vital  economic  contributor  to  our  economy.  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  America" 
and  the  fiscal  year  1 994  proposed  budget  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  both  contained 
large  funding  increases  for  FmHA  rural  housing  programs. 
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SEVERE  NEED  FOR  AFFORDABLE  RURAL  HOUSING  PROGRAMS 


There  is  a  dire  need  for  affordable  housing  in  rural  America.  According  to  the 
American  Housing  Survey  conducted  in  1991,  22  percent  of  all  households  reside  in 
nonmetropolitan  areas.  Although  that  percent  will  fall  somewhat  as  a  result  of  the 
reclassification  of  metropolitan  areas  following  the  1990  census,  the  housing  conditions  in 
rural  areas  will  continue  to  effect  a  significant  share  of  Americans. 

In  1 991 ,  1 8.7  percent  of  nonmetropolitan  households  existed  below  the  poverty  rate. 
This  compares  to  12.6  percent  of  metropolitan  households. 

Housing  conditions  in  nonmetropolitan  areas  are  generally  worse  than  those  in 
metropolitan  areas.  By  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development's  definition,  a 
larger  share  of  the  occupied  housing  stock  in  nonmetropolitan  than  metropolitan  areas  is 
inadequate.  About  10.4  percent  of  the  occupied  units  in  nonmetropolitan  areas  are 
classified  as  inadequate  compared  with  7.2  percent  in  metropolitan  areas.  This  equates  to 
2.1  million  rural  households  living  in  substandard  housing. 

Although  home  ownership  rates  are  higher  in  nonmetropolitan  areas,  (73  percent 
versus  62  percent  in  metropolitan  areas),  the  availability  of  mortgage  credit  is  a  much  more 
significant  problem  in  these  areas  than  in  metropolitan  areas.  The  dispersion  of  the 
population  in  nonmetropolitan  areas  makes  it  difficult  for  lenders  to  achieve  the  economies 
of  scale  necessary  to  maintain  a  mortgage  loan  department.  In  addition,  the  special  nature 
of  rural  properties  and  rural  home  buyers  often  makes  it  difficult  for  them  to  conform  to 
secondary  mortgage  market  underwriting  standards.  Without  a  strong  secondary  market 
outlet  for  loans,  fewer  banks  are  willing  to  originate  mortgage  loans.  Hence,  a  much  larger 
share  of  buyers  in  nonmetropolitan  areas  turn  to  unconventional  sources  for  financing,  often 
resorting  to  "bullet  loans"  that  must  be  repaid  in  full  after  a  short  term.  This  shortage  is 
exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  there  is  a  lack  of  federal  mortgage  insurance  in  rural  areas. 
When  comparing  metropolitan  and  nonmetropolitan  mortgage  holders,  twice  as  many  in 
metropolitan  areas  received  government  assisted  financing  through  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  or  Veterans  Affairs  Department. 

FmHA  assistance  is  vital  to  the  production  of  affordable  rural  housing  for  low-income 
rural  home  buyers  and  renters.  The  FmHA  Section  502  direct  loan  and  Section  515  rural 
rental  housing  loan  programs  produce  nearly  30,000  units  per  year.  This  has  accounted  for 
more  than  1 0  percent  of  nonmetropolitan  starts  for  the  past  several  years.  But  the  demand 
for  the  program  runs  far  ahead  of  supply.  Since  1978,  the  number  of  new  units  assisted  by 
the  programs  has  been  slashed  by  70  percent. 
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The  Section  502  program,  Section  515  progrann  and  Section  521  rural  rental 
assistance  program  are  all  oversubscribed.  At  the  close  of  fiscal  year  1992,  there  were 
almost  67,000  single  family  housing  loan  applications  on  hand  at  FmHA.  Preapplications 
for  rental  units  totalling  1.6  billion  have  been  received  by  FmHA.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  funds 
were  only  available  for  one-third  of  the  133,000  eligible  Section  515  applications. 

The  Farmers  Home  Administration  is  a  lender  of  last  resort.  In  order  to  participate, 
FmHA  borrowers  can  not  qualify  for  conventional  loans.  In  1991,  4.1  million 
nonmetropolitan  households  paid  more  than  30%  of  their  income  for  rent.  Of  those,  1.6 
million  households  paid  more  than  50%  of  their  income  in  rent.  Without  these  programs, 
even  more  would  remain  highly  overburdened. 


CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  thank  Chairman  Stenholm  and  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  their  continued  support  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  rural  housing 
programs.  We  offer  our  assistance  to  your  Subcommittee  as  you  develop  Agriculture 
Department  reorganization  legislation  which  will  promote  the  highest  levels  of  service  and 
efficiency  possible. 
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National  Grain  and  Feed  Association 


Testimony 

of  the 

National  Grain  and  Feed  Association 

Before  the 

Subconunittee  on  Department  Operatimis  and  Nutrition 

Coinmittee  on  Agriculture 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

October  13,  1993 


Mr.  Chaiiman  and  membeis  of  the  SubcofmnidBC,  we  appredaie  this  opponunity  to 
provide  the  thoughts  of  the  commercial  grain,  feed  and  processing  industry  concerning  the 
administiaiion's  proposed  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  I  am 
Kendell  Keith,  President  of  the  National  Grain  and  Feed  Association. 

The  National  Grain  and  Feed  Association  is  the  national  organization  of  more  than 
1,000  member  companies  involved  in  grain  handling,  feed,  and  other  grain  and  oilseed 
processing  operations.  Our  members  own  and  operate  more  than  5,000  facilities  nadonwide, 
and  store,  handle,  merchandise,  mill,  process  and  export  more  than  two-thirds  of  all  U.S. 
grains  and  oilseeds.  Our  membership  also  includes  37  Stute  and  Regional  Grain  and  Feed 
Associations  whose  membership  includes  about  10,000  grain  handling  fedlities. 

The  NGFA's  membership  contains  a  cross  section  of  both  privately  owned  companies 
and  farmer-owned  cooperatives  that  provide  an  important  interface  between  their  farmer- 
customers,  USDA  ofBces  and  the  commercial  marketplace.  In  many  ways,  we  are  partners 
in  the  grass-roots  implementation  of  many  policies  and  programs  administered  by  USDA. 

67-595    1732 

1201  New  York  Avenue,  N.W.,  Suite  830         •         Washington,  D.C.,  20005         •         (202)289-0873 
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Strong  Support  for  Improved  Efficiency  in  Goveroment 

The  NGFA's  Board  of  Directon  has  adopted  an  official  policy  that  states: 

"A  priority  infsderal  budget  deficit  reduction  should  be  to  reduce  the  size  and  scope 
of  the  federal  government,  eliminating  unnecessary  and  outdated  programs,  reforming 
government  work  rules  and  operating  procedures  to  reduce  cycle  time,  reorganize 
government  to  operate  more  efficieroty.  and  minimizing  government  work  that 
contributes  little  vabie. ' 

Given  this  direction  firom  our  governing  body,  we  voice  strong  support  for  what 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Espy  and  die  Clinton  administradon  in  general  have  set  out  to 
accomplish.  The  marketplace  itself  is  driving  die  private  sector  to  achieve  ever-greater 
efficiency  and  productivity.  As  taxpayers  and  stakeholders  in  USDA's  programs,  we  should 
demand  no  less  efficiency  in  die  delivery  of  government  services. 

We  believe  government  lestnicturing  is  critical  if  government  is  to  fimcdon  properly. 
Government  agencies  require  well-trained  employees.  Governmental  departments  and 
agencies  need  to  communicate  effectively,  witfi  messages  that  are  accurate,  clear  and 
consistent.  And,  most  importandy,  a  restructuring  of  government  can  only  be  successfiil  if 
it  is  understood  why  past  programs  of  administration  and  implementation  have  worked  or 
have  not  worked,  as  die  case  may  be.  In  short,  we  must  be  carefiil  to  identify  die  necessary 
fimctions  and  operations  of  govemmeiu  diat  must  be  retained  and  streamlined,  but  also 
carefully  separate  them  from  those  diat  can  be  nimmed. 

As  die  reorganization  process  moves  forward,  die  NGFA  may  well  have  fiirther  input 
on  specific  aspects.  But  we  would  like  to  present  some  of  our  initial  dioughts  on  die 
reorganization  plan  as  we  understand  it  today. 

The  Fann  Service  Agency 

Maximizing  die  effectiveness  and  simplifying  die  delivery  of  &rm  program  benefits 
are  die  adminisoation's  principal  stated  goals  in  proposing  die  establishment  of  a  new  Farm 
Service  Agency  by  merging  die  fiinctioas  of  die  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation 
Service,  Fanners  Home  Administration  and  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation.  Generally, 
dus  appears  to  be  a  concept  diat  has  merit 

However,  we  offier  several  cautions  diat  we  believe  USDA  and  Congress  shouM 
consider  carefully  when  proceeding  with  tiiis  aspect  of  the  reorganization. 

ASCS,  by  its  very  charge,  designs  programs  excbisively  for  die  benefit  of  producers. 
But  die  delivery  of  those  programs  is  not  solely  a  fiinction  of  die  operational  perfoimance 
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or  efficiency  of  local  county  offices.  Indeed,  for  successful  execution  of  such  programs,  it 
is  absolutely  crucial  that  they  operate  within  the  context  of  normal  commercial  marketing 
practices.  As  such,  the  development  and  implementation  of  price  support  programs,  loan 
redemption  policies,  reserve  loan  grain  procedures  and  many  other  commodity-based 
programs  must  meet  the  test  of  marketplace  reality.  Indeed,  that  is  the  interface  required  by 
the  CCC  Charter  Act  itself. 

Further,  successliil  implementation  of  these  programs  relies  heavily  on  local  USDA 
offices  working  in  concert  with  the  local  country  elevator,  feed  mill  or  commodity  buyer  to 
make  these  programs  work. 

For  these  reasons,  we  believe  that  if  USDA  is  to  achieve  its  stated  goals  for  the  newly 
envisioned  Farm  Service  Agency,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  administration  to  appoint  to  a 
leadership  position  within  the  agency  a  qualified  person  who  has  extensive  expertise  in  the 
commercial  warehousinf  and  merchandising  sector.  Government  programs  should  recognize 
and  take  advantage  of  the  efficiencies  the  marketplace  provides.  To  that  end,  it  is  imperative 
that  this  appointee  be  accorded  every  opportunity  to  provide  his  or  her  input  and  expertise 
during  the  design  and  implementaoon  of  farm  programs  so  that  they  can  be  as  practical  as 
possible  as  they  interface  with  the  commercial  marketplace. 

In  addition  to  its  price  support  functions,  CCC  also  is  responsible  for  virtually  all 
open-market  purchases  of  processed  and  raw  agricultural  commodities  used  in  domestic  and 
export  donation  programs.  These  responsibilities  require  detailed  knowledge  of  all  aspects 
of  conmiercial  marketing,  including  storage,  transportation,  processing  and  packaging.  It 
also  requires  successfiiUy  interfacing  CCC's  stocks  policies  and  programs  with  the 
Department's  food  donation  and  export  credit  programs.  And  it  involves  maintaining  a 
smooth  and  effective  working  relationship  between  CCC  and  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
and  the  Agency  for  International  Development 

ffistorically,  in  previous  Democratic  and  Republican  administrations,  these  functions 
have  been  vested  in  the  deputy  administrator  for  commodity  operations  because  of  the 
expertise  of  the  person  filling  the  position.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  we  believe  the  managerial 
advice  and  supervision  of  such  an  individual  has  been  important  to  successfully  achieving  all 
aspects  of  these  programs  -  from  storage  policies  to  commodity  acquisition  to  vessel 
tendering. 

Allow  us  to  cite  several  examples  that  reinforce  the  importance  of  interfacing  form 
programs  with  commercial  marketplace  reality. 

In  October  1992,  ASCS  price  support  officials  deviated  from  normal  commercial 
practices  by  requiring  that  buyers  of  loan  grain  collateral  issue  single-party  checks  made 
payable  solely  to  CCC  for  the  loan  repayment  amount,  plus  interest,  under  the  agency's  so- 
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called  CCC-681-1  procedures.  This  single-party  check  requirement  was  to  apply  even  if  the 
buyer  had  been  notified  about  the  existence  of  liens  filed  by  other  lienholders  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Clear  Title  Law  7  U.S.C.  §  1631 .  The  penalty  for  failure  to  write 
single-party  checks  was  severe  —  after  more  than  one  infraction,  buyers  would  be  ineligible 
to  purchase  loan  grain  for  an  entire  year. 

ASCS's  single-party  check  policy  created  cumbersome  new  requirements  for  buyers 
of  loan  grain,  and  in  so  doing,  created  inefficiencies  for  farmers  when  it  came  time  to 
redeem  their  price  support  loans.  For  instance,  instead  of  being  able  to  write  a  multiple- 
party  check  payable  to  the  producer,  CCC  and  other  lienholders  for  the  total  value  of  the 
loan  grain  transaction,  buyers  were  forced  to  contact  the  county  office  to  determine  the  exact 
loan  repayment  amount  due  solely  to  CCC.  Buyers  also  had  to  estimate  the  interest  amount 
based  on  a  projected  time  when  the  check  would  reach  the  ASCS  county  office.  This 
resulted  in  a  torrent  of  calls  to  coimty  ASCS  offices  from  buyers  trying  to  ascertain  the 
correct  loan  repayment  and  interest  amount. 

In  addition,  for  the  many  buyers  whose  payment  procedures  are  automated,  issuing 
single-party  checks  solely  to  accommodate  CCC's  price  support  policy  greatly  increased 
manual  workloads  and  costs.  In  effect,  these  firms  were  requited  to  establish  a  separate  side 
operation  to  fiandle  the  loan  repayment  process  manually.  The  inefficiencies  and  costs  of 
doing  so  were  so  great  that  we're  aware  of  one  commercial  firm  that  began  assessing  a 
service  fee  on  fanners  to  compensate  for  these  increased  costs  of  doing  business  under  the 
price  support  program. 

I  should  hasten  to  add  that  when  we  brought  these  problems  to  their  attention,  ASCS 
ofGcials  were  very  responsive  in  working  with  the  NGFA  to  reverse  this  misguided  policy 
so  as  to  permit  buyers  to  resume  issuing  multiple-party  checks  for  loan  grain  purchases.  But 
diis  episode  is  a  classic  case  of  what  can  happen  when  price  support  policies  are  developed 
in  a  vacuum,  without  die  input  of  persons  with  direct  commercial  marketing  experience. 
Indeed,  it  was  partly  through  the  intervention  of  die  Deputy  Administrator  for  Commodity 
Operations  diat  ASCS  expedited  its  correction  of  this  policy. 

Let  me  cite  another  example,  which  involves  the  concept  of  'beneficial  interest.' 
USDA  under  the  price  support  program  now  requires  that  producers  retain  'beneficial 
interest'  in  the  commodity  for  the  duration  of  the  loan  period.  That  is,  the  producer  must 
retain  control,  risk  of  loss  and  title  to  die  commodity.  Under  USDA's  interpretation,  if  a 
producer  loses  'beneficial  interest,'  die  commodity  becomes  ineligible  for  a  loan  or  loan 
deficiency  payment,  even  if  die  producer  subsequendy  regains  it. 

On  its  surface,  die  concept  of  'beneficial  interest'  appears  radier  reasonable.  But  as 
initially  implemented,  USDA  has  adopted  a  set  of  complex,  cumbersome  and  arcane 
conditions  with  which  producers  would  be  required  to  comply  if  they  are  to  demonstrate  they 


541 


have  retained  "beneficial  interest"  in  the  commodities  they  grow.  They  are  conditions  that 
go  for  beyond  a  legitimate  determination  of  the  quantity  and  quality  of  grain  grown  by  the 
producer  and  eligible  for  price  support. 

There  are  grave  concerns  within  our  industry  whether  USDA's  "beneficial  interest" 
requirements  will  impair  the  ability  of  producers  to  effectively  market  their  grain  and  alter 
normal  commercial  trade  practices.  For  instance,  USDA's  requirements  preclude  farmers 
from  forward-contracting  grain  for  which  an  advance  payment  is  made  unless  the  contract 
contains  a  so-called  "option-to-purchase  language"  that  is  so  vague  as  to  raise  uncertainties 
as  to  the  contractual  obligation  of  the  producer  or  the  buyer  to  perfonn. 

These  "beneficial  interest"  requirements  have  brought  into  question  long-accepted 
commercial  grain  purchase  contracts  used  in  our  industry  (e.g.,  forward  contracts,  delayed- 
price  contracts,  deferred-payment  contracts  and  other  forms  of  derivative  cash  contracts) 
based  on  futures  or  options. 

We  recognize  USDA's  legitimate  interest  in  accurately  ascertaining  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  grain  eligible  for  price  support.  But  we  believe  it  is  inappropriate  for  USDA  to 
be  interjecting  itself  into  the  commercial  contracting  of  grain.  Impairing  the  efficient 
marketing  of  grain  will  work  to  the  detriment  of  the  very  farmers  USDA  is  pledged  to  help. 
It  will  undercut  the  effectiveness  of  the  price  support  program.  It  will  undermine  our 
industry's  ability  to  efficiently  market  commodities  produced  by  our  farmer-customers.  And 
it  wiU  encourage  producers  to  leave  the  form  programs. 

We  believe  "beneficial  interest"  is  an  appropriate  area  where  a  person  with 
commercial  marketing  experience  can  provide  valuable  advice  within  USDA. 

Finally,  let  me  cite  a  positive  example.  In  1986,  with  CCC  holding  record  stocks  of 
grain,  the  decision  was  made  to  implement  a  generic  commodity  certificate  program  to  allow 
these  stocks  to  flow  into  the  marketplace  in  an  effort  to  enhance  the  competitiveness  of  the 
United  States  in  export  markets  and  to  reduce  CCC  program  costs.  During  the  subsequent 
two  years,  title  to  more  than  2  billion  bushels  of  grain  changed  hands  as  USDA  implemented 
a  program  in  which  these  stocks  were  exchanged  in-store  at  thousands  of  commercial 
vtrarehouses. 

These  case  studies  are  cited  only  to  demonstrate  that  USDA  personnel  who  are  in 
charge  of  directing  the  department's  field  offices  should  not  operate  in  a  vacuum.  To 
prevent  such  situations  from  recurring,  the  NGFA  believes  it  is  critically  important  that  the 
position  of  Deputy  Administrator  for  Commodity  Operations  -  or  a  position  with  equivalent 
functions  and  responsibilities  -  be  included  within  the  organizational  structure  of  a  new  Farm 
Service  Agency.  It  is,  after  all,  much  more  efficient  if  USDA  when  making  program 
changes  and  announcing  and  implementing  them  through  thousands  of  offices,  to  make  the 


542 


right  decisions  the  first  time.  Correcting  and  amending  programs  and  procedures  are  very 
time-consuming  and  confiising  to  everyone  involved  —  for  USDA  employees,  farmers  and 
the  industry  with  whom  producers  have  commercial  relationships.  And  they  are  a  source  of 
embarrassment  to  USDA  and  a  disservice  to  die  very  farmers  we  are  all  trying  to  serve. 

Let  me  briefly  touch  on  two  other  reorganization  issues  related  to  the  creation  of  a 
Farm  Service  Agency. 

The  NGFA  believes  that  combining  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  within 
the  Farm  Service  Agency  has  merit.  As  federal  government  outlays  for  producers  continue 
to  decline,  it  is  important  to  begin  a  serious  review  of  what  the  farmer  of  the  1990s  really 
does  need  from  government  in  the  way  of  an  "economic  safety  net."  There  are  many 
commercial  risk-management  mechanisms  available  today  that  could  replace  some  of  the 
traditional  price  and  income  support  programs  —  potentially  at  a  cost  savings.  This  potential 
perhaps  is  best  illustrated  by  the  pilot  program  operated  by  USDA  on  hitures  and  options  in 
nine  counties  this  past  year. 

We  believe  it  is  important  that  government  provide  needed  transition  programs  to 
encourage  farmers  to  look  more  toward  market  mechanisms  for  income  in  the  future. 
Clearly,  federal  ftmding  resources  for  agriculture  are  going  to  be  more  limited.  For  this 
reason,  it  just  seems  to  make  good  sense  to  consider  crop  insurance,  price  support,  income 
support  and  all  other  income  stabilization  programs  as  a  whole,  under  a  single  agency. 

Finally,  we  think  one  of  the  biggest  problems  in  downsizing  the  number  of  county 
offices  and  combining  the  eiq)ertise  to  administer  multiple  programs  is  the  cross-training  diat 
needs  to  occur  among  USDA's  local  employees.  While  our  industry  does  not  have  much 
direct  knowledge  about  the  operations  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  we  do  know  that 
the  operations  within  county  ASCS  offices  are  becoming  increasingly  complex.  This 
complexity  is,  in  our  view,  being  driven  as  much  by  legislative  mandate  as  by  administrative 
functions.  If  downsizing  of  government  is  to  work,  we  believe  it  is  essential  to  make  serious 
strides  toward  simplifying  government  mandates  and  requirements.  Legislation  or 
regulations  that  require  a  multiplicity  of  complex  nuances  and  intricacies  only  cause 
confusion  and  inefficiencies,  both  within  government  and  in  private  businesses  trying  to  work 
with  government  to  implement  such  programs.  We  diink  Congress  can  play  a  very 
supportive  role  in  streamlining  government  by  minimizing  the  complexides  denuuided  under 
the  law. 

Comimmity  and  Economic  Devclo|«ient  in  Rnral  Areas 

While  we  have  no  specific  objection  to  having  a  separate  division  within  USDA  for 
Community  and  Economic  Development  in  rural  areas,  it  is  important  to  understand  there 
are  critical  linkages  between  rural  developmem  and  commodity  programs. 
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Acreage  idling  programs,  including  annual  acreage  reduction  programs,  0/92  and  the 
Conservation  Reserve  Program,  continue  to  have  a  depressing  influence  on  employment  and 
economic  vitality  in  rural  areas.  In  the  last  few  years,  the  United  States  has  idled  about  60 
million  acres  annually.  When  acres  are  not  planted,  it  means  there  are  fewer  farmers  needed 
to  manage  crops  and  livestock.  It  also  means  there  are  fewer  businesses  and  jobs  in  the 
input  supply  business,  grain  and  feed  marketing,  transportation  sector  and  every  other 
business  related  to  agriculture.  Regions  that  have  substantial  CRP  acreage  have  been 
particularly  hard-hit  economically  by  this  policy. 

Commodity  programs  administered  by  a  Farm  Service  Agency  will  have  a  very  telling 
influence  on  the  economic  health  of  rural  areas  and  employment  levels.  While  it  is  not,  in 
our  view,  necessary  to  have  the  Farm  Service  Agency  and  the  Community  and  Economic 
Development  segments  of  USD  A  under  one  Undersecretary,  there  must  be  coordination  to 
make  the  programs  serve  the  interests  of  the  rural  economy.  We  would  urge  that  USDA 
conduct  a  closer  review  of  the  interface  between  these  two  important  policy  areas. 

Conservation  Programs 

Conservation  and  the  environment  are  important  areas  to  everyone  in  agriculture.  But 
we  question  whether  they  should  be  managed  as  a  division  within  USDA  separate  from  the 
Farm  Services  Agency. 

Today,  conservation  compliance  is  a  critical  component  governing  the  eligibility  of 
producers  for  farm  programs.  For  that  reason,  it  could  prove  more  efficient  for  both  USDA 
and  formers  to  have  these  programs  administered  by  a  single  agency.  To  work  effectively 
for  the  protection  of  the  environment,  programs  have  to  be  made  fermer-friendly .  If  they're 
not  practical  and  workable,  the  programs  will  not  accomplish  their  objectives. 

Research  and  Economics 

The  proposal  to  combine  the  position  of  assistant  secretary  for  economics  with  the 
assistant  secretary  for  science  and  research  causes  us  some  concern.  It  is  critical  that  USDA 
continue  to  give  a  high  priority  to  scientific  and  analytical  approaches  in  choosing  the  best 
policies  for  American  agriculture.  Any  diminution  of  the  policy  role  for  valid  stadsncal  and 
economic  analysis  within  USDA  would  be  a  serious  mistake. 

We  continue  to  support  strongly  USDA's  function  in  providing  reliable  and  timely 
statistics  for  U.S.  agriculture.  Crop,  livestock  and  supply/demand  statistics  that  arc  publicly 
available  are  the  cornerstone  of  a  competitive  free  market  system. 

Concerning  the  functions  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  research  has  been  very 
important  to  the  growth  in  productivity  of  U.S.  agriculture.    We  should  continue  to  invest 
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public  dollars  into  research  because  its  contribulion  to  food  security  and  productivity  growth 
are  widespread,  and  clearly  in  the  public  interest 

However,  we  suggest  that  the  focus  and  mission  of  ARS  be  reviewed.  There  are  a 
number  of  areas  in  which  our  own  industry  has  identified  needs  for  more  research,  including 
grain  production  and  grain  quality  matters.  Perhaps  ARS  should  consider  increasing  its 
emphasis  on  analyzing  practical  research  questions  diat  could  have  immediate  payoff  in  the 
marketplace,  with  less  emphasis  on  basic  research.  One  example  of  such  research  is  in  the 
area  of  grain  quality  measuiement  and  grain  grading  techniques.  Today,  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Service  (FGIS)  does  some  of  this  research  in  its  standardization  division.  As 
FGIS  attempts  to  streamline  its  own  fiinctions  to  keep  its  user  fees  reasonable  and  to  maintain 
the  continued  use  of  official  grades  by  the  industry,  this  applied  grain  quality  research  may 
need  to  be  shifted  iiuo  an  ARS  finiction  in  the  future. 

Combining    Federal    Grain    Inspeclioa    Service    and    Padiers    and    Stockyards 

We  have  great  difficulty  understanding  the  logic  of  die  reorganization  proposal  to 
combine  the  Federal  Grain  Inflection  Service  and  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
under  one  administiative  agency. 

The  fimctions  of  the  agencies  are  vasdy  different.  FGIS  is  responsible  for  die  grading 
and  weighing  of  grain  and  determining  official  grades  and  standards  for  grain.  By  contrast, 
the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Adnunistiation  monitors  the  financial  integrity  of  packers  and 
stockyards,  handles  pricing  issues,  and  even  has  joint  jurisdiction  with  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  over  certain  trade  practices. 

We  must  ask  the  question:  What  is  to  be  gained  by  diis  curious  combination?  On 
die  surface,  the  only  potential  benefit  appears  to  be  saving  die  cost  of  one  administrative 
position.  But  die  downsides  are  many,  including  die  difficulty  of  having  two  entities  with 
vastly  different  missions  being  managed  by  a  single  administrator. 

We  are  fearful  that  combining  these  two  dissimilar  agencies  into  one  could  blur 
FGIS's  focus  at  precisely  the  wrong  time.  It  comes  at  a  critical  juncture,  as  die  grain 
handling  industry  is  demanding  that  FGIS  refocus  on  its  mission,  streamline  its  operations 
and  improve  efficiencies  so  as  to  avert  increases  in  user  fees  for  official  inspection  and 
weighing  services.  If  FGIS  fails  to  do  so,  it  will  continue  to  lose  customers.  And 
ultimately,  it  may  not  survive  as  a  provider  of  services  in  a  commercial  environment.  That 
is  an  outcome  we  must  work  to  overcome,  because  in  our  view  encouraging  the  use  of 
official  services  is  good  for  the  efficiency  of  the  marketplace  and  good  for  the  fanner  in 
providing  an  accurate  evaluation  of  the  quality  and  value  of  grain. 
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This  does  not  mean  that  we  would  object  similarly  to  any  restructuring  or 
reorganization  involving  FGIS  within  USDA's  structure.  In  fact,  we  already  have  publicly 
supported  other  potential  administrative  changes  —  including  the  possibility  of  making  FGIS 
a  division  of  AMS  -  if  such  a  change  would  reduce  the  agency's  overall  costs  and  enhance 
its  focus. 

We  are  open  to  other  ideas  that  may  exist  on  ways  to  improve  FGIS  perfoimance  and 
efficiency.  But  we  caution  against  pursuing  the  administration's  current  proposal  to  merge 
FGIS  and  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  into  a  single  agency  without  careful 
review. 

Condusioii 

We  encourage  USDA  and  Congress  to  view  the  administration's  proposals  as  a 
starting  point.  Streamlining  and  reducing  the  costs  of  government  should  be  an  ongoing 
process. 

Overall,  the  administration's  reorganization  proposals  are  starting  to  move  in  the  right 
direction.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  Congress  and  USDA  in  making  this  government 
restructuring  woit  for  the  efficient  delivery  of  government  services  for  the  benefit  of 
producers  and  ultimately  for  all  sectors  of  U.S.  agriculture. 
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Introduction  and  Overview 

Chainnan  Stenholm  and  Members  of  the  Subcomnnittce,  I  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of 
appearing  before  you.  My  name  is  Rodney  Foil  and  I  am  Vice  President  for  Agriculture, 
Forestry  and  Veterinary  Medicine  at  Mississippi  State  University.  I  currently  serve  as  Chair  of 
the  Council  of  Administrative  Heads  of  Agriculture  in  the  National  Association  of  State 
Universities  and  Land-Grant  Colleges  (NASULGC). 

We  thank  you  and  the  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  for  your  interest  and  support.  Mr. 
Stenholm,  your  Subcommittee  brings  to  this  process  a  better  understanding  of  the  impact  of 
departmental  programs  on  your  constituents  than  some  of  those  who  spend  most  of  their  careers 
in  this  city.  We  recognize  the  knowledge  of  the  Members  of  this  Committee  of  the  impact  of 
the  land-grant  universities  on  the  U.  S.  food,  agriculture  and  natural  resource  system  and  of  the 
importance  of  continuing  the  unique  partnership  between  the  states  and  the  federal  government 
in  research,  extension,  and  education.  We  know  that  you  understand  not  only  the  importance  of 
this  system  to  the  goals  of  federal  government,  but  also  to  the  programs  in  the  individual  states. 

We  are  here  to  discuss  H.  R.  3171,  which  provides  for  the  creation  of  a  new  order  with  the 
USDA,  assigning  responsibility  and  authority  to  the  Secretary  for  broad  and  sweeping  changes 
in  the  way  the  Department  is  managed.  In  Section  601,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  establish 
and  maintain  an  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service,  which  would  subsume  the 
function.s  now  performed  by  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  the  Agricultural  Research 
Service,  the  Exten.sion  Service  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library.  It  is  about  this  Section  that 
1  would  like  to  address  the  majority  of  my  remarks  and  recommendations. 

In  this  testimony,  we  will  (1)  assure  the  Committee  of  our  commitment  to  change  which 
improves  efficiency  and  streamlines  administration,  (2)  pledge  our  continuing  support  to  the  state- 
federal  partnership  in  agricultural  research,  extension  and  education,  (3)  reiterate  our  intent  to 
continue  to  work  with  the  Administration  in  the  reorganization  and  reinvention  of  government, 
(4)  list  our  concerns  about  the  organization  described  under  Section  601  of  H.  R.  3171,  and  (5) 
provide  an  alternative  that  alleviates  most  of  our  concerns  and  still  meets  the  goals  of  the 
Administration.  We  offer  to  provide,  if  requested,  specific  language  to  modify  H.  R.  3171  to 
implement  the  recommendations  that  will  be  made  here.  We  bring  these  recommendations  to  the 
Committee  as  a  consensus  of  the  various  constituencies  of  NASULGC,  including  the  State 
Agricultural  Experiment  Stations,  the  Cooperative  Extension  System,  and  the  academic  and 
international  programs.  We  believe  that  they  also  represent  the  views  of  our  diverse  customers 
both  at  national  and  state  levels. 

Commitment  to  Change: 

As  previously  conveyed  to  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger,  we  wholeheartedly  support  several 
underlying  principles  articulated  by  the  administration  in  this  reorganization.  For  example, 
cutting  red  tape,  putting  customers  fu-st,  empowering  decision  making  at  the  lowest  feasible  level, 
and  getting  back  to  basics  are  more  than  compatible  with  our  goals  and  objectives  and  should 
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be  foremost  in  any  deliberations,  whether  on  reorganization  or  continued  delivery  of  current 
programs. 

Beyond  that,  we  think  Section  3(d)  of  H.  R.  3171  has  special  meaning  with  regard  to  research, 
extension  and  higher  education.  It  states:  " — the  Secretary  shall  seek — to  improve  accessibility 
at  state  and  local  levels  to  farm  and  other  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  insofar 
as  possible  to  adapt  the  administration  of  the  programs  of  the  Department  to  regional,  state  and 
local  conditions." 

As  a  representative  of  one  of  the  more  decentralized  systems  in  operation  today,  I  certainly 
recognize  that,  like  politics,  the  effects  of  science  and  education  are  ultimately  local,  and 
amenable  only  to  a  planning  and  evaluation  system  based  on  local  input  With  that  in  mind,  my 
plea  to  you  and  the  Department  is  to  use  this  opportunity  to  reinvent,  not  only  the  federal 
government,  but  the  time  honored  partnership  between  the  land-grant  university  system  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture.  But,  as  will  be  described  below,  we  are  convinced  that  change  must 
be  sought  and  managed  differentiy  in  the  distributed  network  of  land-grant  universities  than  it 
is  in  the  line  agencies  of  the  Department 

The  State  Federal  Partnership: 

Sometimes  I  think  the  partnership  has  not  only  been  taken  for  granted,  but  perhaps  misunderstood 
by  all  parties  for  some  time.  There  must  be  mutual  benefits,  if  the  partnership  survives.  The 
federal  partner  provides  the  mechanism  to  reach  national  consensus  on  overarching  opportunities 
and  problems,  and  offers  comprehensive  leadership  and  fmancial  support  for  creating  and 
maintaining  the  decentralized  state  system.  The  federal  partner  provides  a  system  of  organized 
centrally  directed  research  in  federal  laboratories.  State  partners  provide  front  line  contact  with 
the  American  people,  funding  by  .state  and  local  government,  and  the  stability  and  intellectual 
creativity  and  credibility  of  the  land-grant  university  community.  The  results  of  this  effort  are 
the  envy  of  the  world.  They  could  not  have  been  achieved  without  full  participation  of  all 
partners  in  policy  and  decision  making  and  in  program  implementation.  While  both  state  and 
federal  institutions  have  changed  over  time,  and  perhaps  at  this  point  should  be  brought  into 
better  alignment,  the  underlying  principles  of  the  partnership  remain  as  solid  and  viable  as  ever. 

Engagement  of  the  Administration: 

In  the  unique  state-federal  partnership  arrangement,  where  the  states  are  actually  the  larger 
partner  with  respect  to  resources,  we  believe  that  an  effective  communication  and  agreement  on 
principles  as  well  as  details  of  the  reorganization  is  a  reasonable  expectation.  The  NASULGC 
community  has  actively  sought  engagement  with  the  Administration  since  February.  1993.  when 
the  reorganization  intent  was  announced  by  the  Secretary.  Our  latest  formal  communication  was 
with  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger  on  September  22,  1993,  after  the  general  tenets  of  the 
reorganization  were  released.  Last  week,  we  were  invited  to  work  with  the  Implementation  Team 
for  Research  and  Education  and  today  we  are  better  able  to  identify  for  you  some  critical 
elements  we  feel  the  Committee  should  address  as  you  consider  H.  R.  3171. 
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Concerns  About  Section  601  of  H.  R.  3171. 
Agriculttiral  Research  and  Education  Service: 

Shortly  after  Secretary  Espy  released  his  plan  on  September  7,  1993,  the  NASULGC  community 
developed  a  draft  statement  reacting  to  the  proposal.  It  states  a  commitment  to  certain  principles 
noted  above  and  proposes  that  the  objectives  of  the  reorganization  might  be  better  achieved 
through  functional  rather  than  organizational  realignment  We  include  our  draft  paper  as  an 
attachment  to  this  testimony.  As  the  engagement  with  the  Administration  and  informal  contacts 
with  key  Members  of  Congress  and  their  staffs  have  continued,  we  now  recognize  the  strength 
of  commitment  to  the  administrative  reorganization  and  the  belief  on  the  part  of  the  leadership 
that  this  is  a  necessary  ingredient  to  "reinventing  government"  in  the  USDA.  However,  concerns 
about  these  structural  changes  remain  and  we  seek  a  compromise  that  will  satisfy  the  needs  of 
both  parties  in  our  partnership.  It  is  our  intent  at  this  point,  being  constructive  and  not 
confrontational,  to  state  a  set  of  concerns  about  the  proposed  reorganization. 

LINE  AGENCIES  VERSUS  UNIVERSITY  PARTNERSHIP: 

There  are  fundamental  differences  in  operating  line  agencies  of  the  federal  government  and 
maintaining  a  partnership  with  the  land-grant  and  related  universities.  As  a  federal  establishment, 
ARS  appropriately  operates  in  a  "top-down"  mode  in  directing  their  programs.  The  CSRS  and 
ES  represent  a  partnership,  where  the  sum  of  the  state  resources  is  actually  larger  than  the  federal 
component  Here,  the  system  has  evolved  mechanisms  for  achieving  consensus  among  partners 
in  establishing  strategic  and  programmatic  directions  in  more  of  a  "grass-roots"  or  "distributed 
decision  making"  management  style.  ARS  provides  nearly  full  funding  for  directed  projects, 
while  CSRS  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  ES  operate  as  granting  agencies  in  making  their  contribution 
to  the  partnership. 

ORGANIZATIONAL  IMBALANCE: 

Ninety-two  percent  of  resources  under  the  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  (Education) 
and  Economics  would  be  focused  into  a  single  service.  This  would  virtually  create  a  duplicate 
function  to  that  of  the  Assistant  Secretary,  leaving  relatively  little  resource  to  be  given  oversight 
outside  the  new  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service.  This  would  appear  to  create  a 
serious  lack  of  balance  leading  to  less  effective  management 

INAPPROPRIATE  SPAN  OF  CONTROL: 

The  span  of  control  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  in  the  present  organizational  configuration,  for  the 
policy  level,  is  not  excessive.  The  span  of  control  of  the  new  administrator  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  and  Education  Service,  for  detailed  management,  would  be  much  too  broad  relative 
to  the  needs  for  administration  of  the  several  distinct  functions  involved.  The  Administrator  of 
the  Service  would  be  spread  much  too  thin.  A  predictable  result  would  be  a  continuation  of 
most  if  not  all,  the  present  staffing  of  individual  functions,  with  senior  leaders  for  each,  while 
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adding  another  layer  of  administration  which  will  increase  rather  than  decrease  both  cost  and 
efficiency. 

DISADVANTAGING  THE  UNTVERSITY  SYSTEM: 

Experience  in  USDA  and  other  parts  of  government  has  shown  that  where  federal  research 
laboratories  and  university  research  programs  are  placed  under  a  single  management,  the 
university  community  ultimately  suffers  as  the  bureaucracy  optimizes  and  preserves  the  federal 
establishment  with  its  entrenched  employees-at  the  expense  of  university  programs.  This  will 
be  exacerbated  in  the  constrained  resource  environment  that  lies  ahead.  Maintaining  separate  but 
coordinated  agency  status  for  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  and  university  research  and 
education  programs  does  not  disadvantage  either  the  centralized  federal  mission  of  ARS  or  the 
distributed  responsibilities  of  the  USDA  partnership  with  the  State  Agricultural  Experiment 
Stations  and  the  Extension  System. 

NUTRITION  RESEARCH  AND  EDUCATION  SERVICE: 

The  intended  mission  of  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  under  the  proposed  Under 
Secretary  for  Food  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services  is  unclear  firom  limited  early  information. 
Considering  the  major  component  of  these  missions  accomplished  in  the  land-grant  universities, 
there  would  be  serious  administrative  and  functional  inefficiencies  if  these  efforts  were  separated 
from  other  research  and  education  functions  under  the  Secretary  for  Research,  (Education),  and 
Economics. 

Alternative  Organizational  Proposal: 

The  proposed  title  of  the  office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  is  Research  and  Economics.  We 
strongly  urge  that  the  word  Education  be  added  to  this  title  to  better  reflect  the  functions  within 
the  unit. 

We  recommend  the  establishment  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  and  Education  Service, 

combining  the  current  functions  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  and  the  Extension 
Service.  The  infrastructure  of  the  new  Service  should  allow  a  high  degree  of  functional 
flexibility  and  visibility  with  the  ability  to  effectively  interface  with  the  State  Agricultural 
Experiment  Stations  and  Extension  Services  in  the  land-grant  and  related  universities.  There  is 
already  a  common  administrative  support  for  the  existing  CSRS  and  ES  which  addresses  their 
specific  needs  as  granting  agencies  dealing  within  the  partnership.  This  arrangement  would 
alleviate  most  of  the  major  concerns  and  disadvantages  to  the  proposed  reorganization,  while 
maintaining  close  functional  intenelationships  between  university-based  networks  and  line  USDA 
organizations.  It  makes  for  a  better  distribution  of  resources  among  component  organizations 
under  the  Assistant  Secretary  and  offers  a  more  practical  span  of  control  for  Service 
Administrators.  It  avoids  an  inherent  threat  to  the  state  federal  partnership  through  over 
centralization  and  potential  disadvantaging  of  the  university  partners. 
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If  an  overriding  concern  is  the  number  of  agencies,  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  and  the 
Agricultural  Economics  Service  could  be  combined  since  there  are  related  research  goals  that 
could  be  combined  and  more  effectively  managed.  The  National  Agricultural  Library  could  be 
included  in  the  new  federal  service.  Another  option  for  simplifying  the  organization  would  be 
to  join  the  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service  and  the  Agricultural  Economics  Service.  From 
among  these  choices,  it  will  be  possible  to  accommodate  the  Cooperative  State  Research  and 
Education  Service  without  adding  to  the  total  number  of  agencies. 

We  believe  that  administrators  under  the  new  Assistant  Secretary  should  be  formed  into  a 
corporate  Board  of  Directors  (Council)  to  provide  coordinated  and  cooperative  programs  across 
all  parts  of  S&E.  Incumbents  should  be  given  this  as  a  mandate,  and  as  a  condition  of 
continuing  employment. 

To  provide  a  greater  coupling  between  university  and  USDA  line  organizations,  we  propose  an 
Advisory  Council  of  Assistant  Secretaries  and  Under  Secretaries,  chaired  by  the  Deputy 
Secretary,  to  provide  policy  guidance  on  programs  under  the  aegis  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Research,  (Education),  and  Economics.  We  propose  that  this  be  supplemented  by  appropriate 
expansion  and  re-chartering  of  various  coordinating  committees  at  the  program  level  to  facilitate 
linkages. 

(Attachment  follows:) 
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9/21/93  DRAFT 

Enhancing  The  Function  and  Organization 

of 

The  Office  of  Assistant  Secretaiy 

for 

RESEARCH  (EDUCATION)  AND  ECONOMICS 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY: 

The  proposed  reorganization  of  USDA  would  create  an  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research 
and  Economics  adding  to  the  existing  Science  and  Education  function  the  Economics 
Research  Service  and  the  Agricultural  Statistics  Service.  The  four  agencies  now  in  Science 
and  Education  would  be  combined  into  a  single  Agricultural  Research  and  Education 
Service. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land-Grant  CoUeges  (NASULGC)  is 
committed  to  change  that  will  enhance  efficiency  and  reduce  costs.  However,  we  are 
concerned  that  the  possible  advantages  to  the  proposed  combination  of  existing  agencies 
into  a  single  "super-agency"  wiH  be  substantial^  outweighed  by  the  disadvantages.  In  lieu 
of  this  structural  (organizational)  change,  we  propose  major  functional  changes  that  will 
meet  new  needs  and  streamline  the  organization.  By  so  doing,  the  vitally  important  identity 
of  the  separate  parts  of  this  system  will  be  maintained  to  enhance  interaction  within  and 
between  departments  of  government 

A  set  of  functional  changes  is  proposed  which  will  enable  and  enhance  decentralized 
implementation  of  national  policy.  We  suggest  flexible  structures  that  facilitate  linkages  and 
communication  between  organizations  that  perform  research  and  education  and  those  that 
use  the  results.  We  propose  a  clear  and  distinct  focus  of  management  and  leadership  for 
separate  functions  in  a  matrix  relationship  that  assures  program  continuity,  cooperation  and 
coordination. 

We  propose  that  the  titie  of  the  Assistant  Secretaiy  include  the  word  "Education"  to  reflect 
that  component  of  the  intended  mission. 

There  is  concern  that  the  proposed  combination  of  agencies  will  further  centralize,  rather 
than  decentralize  decision  making  and  we  question  whether  substantial  cost  savings  can  be 
achieved.  We  believe  there  would  be  a  serious  organizational  imbalance  in  the  proposed 
arrangement,  with  92%  of  the  resources  being  in  a  single  service.  This  would  create  a 
serious  problem  in  span  of  control.  There  are  cultural  and  philosophical  differences  in  the 
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management  of  line  agencies  of  the  federal  government  and  the  state-federal  partnership 
which  involves  shared  resources.  Combination  of  line  federal  agencies  with  the  university 
partnership  has  long  term  inherent  disadvantages  to  the  university  community,  as  resources 
tend  to  be  redistributed  to  the  advantage  of  the  federal  organization(s). 

We  propose  to  maintain  agency  status  for  CSRS,  ES  and  ARS.  The  AES  and  ASS  would 
be  combined,  the  NAL  would  be  incorporated  into  one  of  the  other  agencies.  In  this 
arrangement,  the  number  of  agencies  under  the  Assistant  would  increase  by  one  over  the 
present  proposal. 

INTRODUCTION: 

As  part  of  the  President's  initiative  to  streamline  government,  a  substantial  reorganization 
of  the  USDA  has  been  proposed.  While  some  aspects  of  the  reorganization  of  field  offices 
of  the  Department  have  been  carefuUy  studied,  with  input  from  the  involved  parties,  the 
changes  considered  for  the  headquarters  functions,  at  this  point  in  time,  have  been 
developed  only  at  the  conceptual  level  and  have  not  been  subjected  to  detailed  analysis;  nor 
has  consensus  been  sought  with  university  partners  or  key  Congressional  Committees. 

This  paper  responds  to  the  proposed  new  organization  on  the  part  of  the  Board  on 
Agriculture  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land  Grant  Universities 
(NASULGC).  It  is  our  goal  to  assess  the  function  and  structure  of  the  proposed  Office  of 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics  relative  to  the  current  organization. 
In  previous  communication  with  Secretary  Espy,  we  have  clearly  stated  that  we  believe 
functions  of  this  office  can  and  should  be  improved  and  made  more  efficient  We  offer 
specific  recommendations  on  how  this  might  be  done. 

We  wish  to  convey  a  commitment  to  address  change  in  a  totally  positive  manner  and  to 
work  with  the  Administration  in  achieving  their  well-placed  goals.  We  distinguish  between 
functional  and  organizational  change,  functions  being  what  organizations  do  and 
organizations  being  the  framework  in  which  functions  work.  We  believe  that  we  should  first 
define  functional  change  and  then  seek  the  optimal  organizational  arrangement  to  achieve 
it. 

We  were  most  pleased  with  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Luis  Sequeria  for  the  Office  of  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Science  and  Education.  We  hope  that  he  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
carefuUy  study  the  initial  proposal  for  reorganization,  communicate  broadly  with  those 
affected  and  bring  his  recommendations  to  the  table  as  part  of  the  evolving  decision  making 
process. 

THE  PROPOSAL: 

The  proposal  adds  the  Economic  Research  Service  and  the  related  Economics  Management 
Staff  and  Office  of  Energy,  along  with  the  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service  to  the 
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existing  functions  of  the  Office  of  Assistant  Secretaiy  for  Science  and  Education.  It  creates 
a  new  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service,  which  subsumes  all  of  the  present 
functions  of  the  office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Education.  It  creates  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics. 

POTENTIAL  ADVANTAGES: 

There  are  several  potential  advantages  to  the  new  organization.  These  include  improving 
integration  of  appropriate  research  and  extension  functions,  facilitating  integrated  sti-atcgic 
planning,  developing  program  oriented  budgets  and  appropriations,  reducing  unneeded 
duplication  of  headquarters  staff  and  field  programs. 

We  believe  these  to  aU  be  meritorious  goals  but,  they  are  precisely  the  advantages  that  were 
used  to  Justify  and  establish  the  existing  olllce  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and 
Education.  With  the  functional  changes  that  are  proposed  in  this  document,  we  believe  the 
new  office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics  can  be  very  effective  in 
achieving  die  level  of  integration  of  leadership  and  management  originally  intended. 

We  offer  the  following  specific  observations  concerning  tiie  proposed  integration. 

INCLUDE  "EDUCATION"  IN  THE  TITLE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY: 

the  proposed  titie  of  the  office  of  tiie  Assistant  Secretary  is  Research  and  Economics.  We 
strongly  urge  tiiat  the  word  Education  be  added  to  tiiis  titie  to  better  reflect  the  functions 
within  the  unit 

FURTHER  CENTRALIZATION  OF  DECISION  MAKING: 

A  fundamental  precept  of  "Reinventing  Government"  is  to  decentralize  decision  making  and 
to  the  lowest  possible  level.  While  we  realize  that  it  is  not  the  intent  to  recreate  tiie 
previous  USDA  Science  and  Education  Administration,  tiie  proposed  organization  appears 
consolidate  decision-making  within  another  layer  of  overhead  rather  than  empowering  it  at 
the  lowest  possible  level. 

NO  SIGNIFICANT  COST  SAVINGS: 

We  seriously  question  that  there  are  significant  cost  savings  to  be  reaped  from  the 
combination  of  the  existing  agencies  into  a  single  service.  This  is  because  the  functions  are 
sufficiently  different  to  require  the  continuation  of  most  of  the  existing  management  layer 
to  administer  them.  Briefly,  these  differences  include  (1)  federal  line  agencies  vs  university 
partners,  (2)  education  and  communication  vs  knowledge  generation  and  (3)  top  down  vs 
grass  roots  planning.  GSRS  and  ES  ah^eady  share  administrative  responsibilities  for  those 
management  functions  that  can  and  should  be  done  in  common  for  the  cooperative 
university  programs.  Perhaps  further  consolidation  of  these  administrative  functions  with 
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other  parts  of  the  Research,  (Education)  and  Economics  function  could  be  effective  and 
more  efficient 

Previous  experience  with  SEA  shows  that  there  could  actually  be  increased  costs.  At  the 
time  SEA  was  disbanded,  there  were  104  senior  management  positions  authorized  in  the 
Joint  Planning  and  Evaluation  function  alone,  with  attendant  salary  (only)  costs  of 
approximately  $10  million  per  year. 

LOSS  OF  CRITICAL  PROGRAM  VISIBILITY  FOR  INTRA-  AND 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL  NETWORKING 

In  keeping  with  the  President's  goal  of  improving  efficiency  and  reducing  duplication  across 
all  of  government,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  high  level  separate  visibility  of  the  research 
and  education  functions  of  the  USDA  both  inside  and  outside  the  Department  Submerging 
the  two  functions  in  a  single  organization,  under  a  single  administrator,  will  cause  them  to 
lose  identity  and  credibility  in  the  broader  federal  science  and  outreach  education 
communities,  where  these  functions  largely  exist  separately.  Deputies  and  lower  level 
managers  simply  cannot  replace  fully  empowered  administrators  in  critical  negotiations 
across  the  various  departments  of  the  federal  government. 

ORGANIZATIONAL     IMBALANCE: 

Ninety-two  percent  of  resources  under  the  office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research 
(Education)and  Economics  would  be  focused  into  a  single  service  (see  figure  1).  This 
would  virtually  create  a  duplicate  function  to  that  of  the  Assistant  Secretary,  leaving 
relatively  little  resource  to  be  given  oversight  outside  the  new  Agricultural  Research  and 
Education  Service.  This  would  appear  to  create  a  serious  lack  of  balance  leading  to  less 
effective  management 

INAPPROPRIATE  SPAN  OF  CONTROL: 

The  span  of  control  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  in  the  present  organizational  configuration, 
for  the  policy  level,  is  not  excessive.  The  span  of  control  of  the  new  administrator  of  the 
Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service,  for  detailed  management,  would  be  much  too 
broad  relative  to  the  needs  for  administration  of  the  several  distinct  functions  involved.  The 
Administrator  of  the  Service  would  spread  much  to  thin.  A  predictable  result  would  be  a 
continuation  of  most,  if  not  all,  the  present  staffing  of  individual  functions,  with  senior 
leaders  for  each,  while  adding  another  layer  of  administration  which  will  increase  rather 
than  decrease  both  cost  and  efficiency. 

NUTRITION  RESEARCH  AND  EDUCATION  SERVICE: 

The  intended  mission  of  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  under  the  proposed 
Under  Secretary  for  Food  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services  is  unclear  from  limited  early 
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infonnation.  Considering  the  major  component  of  these  missions  accomplished  in  the  land 
grant  universities,  there  would  be  serious  administrative  and  functional  inefficiencies  if  these 
efforts  were  separated  from  other  research  and  education  functions  under  the  Secretary  for 
Research,  (Education),  and  Economics. 

CULTURAL  AND  PHILOSOPHICAL  DIFFERENCES: 

As  previously  mentioned,  there  are  historical,  cultural,  and  philosophical  differences  among 
the  several  organizations  that  would  be  subsumed  under  the  proposed  Agricultural  Research 
and  Education  Service.  As  a  federal  establishment,  ARS  appropriately  operates  in  a  line- 
agency  mode  in  directing  their  programs.  The  GSRS  and  ES  represent  a  partnership,  where 
the  sum  of  the  state  resources  is  actually  larger  than  the  federal  component  Here,  the 
system  has  evoked  mechanisms  for  achieving  consensus  among  partners  in  establishing 
strategic  and  programmatic  directions  in  more  of  a  "grass-roots"  or  "distributed  decision 
making"  management  style.  There  are  fundamental  conflicts  in  the  marriage  of  these  two 
philosophies  of  the  line  agencies  and  the  state-federal  partnership,  as  was  so  well  discovered 
in  the  failed  SEA  experience. 

DISADVANTAGING   THE   STATE  UNIVERSITIES: 

Experience  in  USDA  and  other  parts  of  government  has  shown  that  where  federal  research 
laboratories  and  university  research  programs  are  placed  under  a  single  management,  the 
university  community  ultimately  suffers  as  the  bureaucracy  optimizes  and  preserves  the 
federal  establishment  with  its  entrenched  employees  -  at  the  expense  of  university 
programs.  This  will  be  exacerbated  in  the  constrained  resource  environment  that  lies  ahead. 
Maintaining  separate  but  coordinated  agency  status  for  the  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service,  and  the  Extension  Service  does  not  disadvantage 
either  the  centraUzed  federal  mission  of  ARS  or  the  distributed  responsibilities  of  the 
USDA  partnership  with  the  State  Agricultural  Experiment  Stations  and  the  Extension 
System.  There  will  be  substantial  grass-roots  interest  in  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
reorganization  on  experiment  station  and  extension  programs.  This  will  make  early 
communication  with  elected  leadership  in  Congress  an  important  part  of  the  overall  strategy. 

OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  FUNCHONAL  CHANGE: 

The  following  functional  changes  will  enhance  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  the 
university-USDA  partnership: 

o  Expand  the  science  based  approach  to  developing  next  generation  food,  agriculture 

and  natural  resource  programs  of  the  USDA 

o         Develop  environmental/conservation  rather  than  commodity  based  farm  programs: 

The  USDA  has  an  unparalleled  opportunity  to  move  ahead  in  taking  a  leadership 
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role  in  expanding  farm  programs  that  reward  environmental  stewardship  rather  than 
production  of  surpluses  and  enlightened  regulatory  programs  that  ensure  food  safety 
and  protect  against  plant  and  animal  disease.  A  science-based  approach  to  achieving 
this,  through  enlightened  research  and  education,  will  maintain  the  option  of  fanning 
with  voluntary  rather  than  regulatory  management  of  the  environmental  agenda, 
while  continuing  to  enhance  international  economic  competitiveness. 

o  Expand  and  improve  linkages  with  other  federal  science  and  education  agencies,  such 

as  EPA  and  USGS  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  use  of  USDA  resources  through 
cooperation  and  coordination.  Assure  more  meaningful  coirmiitments  for  interaction 
and  on  food,  agriculture,  family  and,  and  conmiunity  issues 

o  Expand  research  and  education  on  total  farming  systems  to  address  the  needs  for 

sustainable  agriculture  interests  and  general  farming  programs 

o  Develop  mechanisms  to  more  effectively  identify  and  address  emerging  and  urgent 

priorities  using  a  "  contract"  mechanism  to  purchase  focused  effort  on  short  term 
crisis  needs. 

This  analysis  has  focused  on  functions  that  should  be  established  or  enhanced  to  meet  the 
goals  of  the  proposed  reorganization  of  the  USDA.  We  suggest  that  the  reorganization  be 
implemented  using  principles,  which  enable  and  enhance  decentralized  decision  making 
based  on  national  strategies.  These  principles  include  the  use  of  flexible  management 
structures  that  facilitate  linkages  and  communication  between  organizations  that  perform 
research  and  development  and  those  that  use  the  results. 

The  overarching  principle  is  to  provide  a  clear  and  distinct  focus  of  management  and 
leadership  for  separate  functions  in  a  matrix  relationship  that  assures  program  continuity, 
cooperation  and  coordination. 

Such  an  approach  would  facilitate: 

o  A  separate  focus  of  management  for  the  agencies  comprising  the  interrelated  but 

distinct  parts 

o  Effective  linkages  between  the  Science  and  Education  agencies  and  the  action 

agencies  of  the  USDA 

o  Effective  linkages  to  related  parts  of  the  overall  federal  science  establishment 

o  Coordination    of   programs    and    collaborative    activities    within    and    between 

departments 

o  Mobilization  of  fiscal  and  other  resources  to  implement  strategic  decisions 
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With  respect  to  the  partnership  between  the  universities  and  the  USDA,  there  are  several 
changes  that  would  expedite  achieving  the  new  vision  and  goals  of  the  USDA: 

o  Expand  the  role  of  CSRS  and  ES  in  facilitating  interaction  between  the  universities 

and: 

o         other  parts  of  the  USDA  (especially  the  action  agencies) 

o         other  "users"  of  the  results  of  agricultural  research  and  development  in  the 

federal  system 
o         other  parts  of  the  federal  science  and  education  establishment 

o  Redirect  CSRS  resources  to  take  on  a  larger  role  in  facilitating  engagements,  while 
reducing  the  effort  on  disciplinary  reviews;  place  more  emphasis  on  interdisciplinary 
reviews  that  assess  progress  in  achieving  goals  on  high  priority  topical  issues 

o  Reduce  or  eliminate  pork  barrel  funding  of  research  and  facilities  while  continuing 

peer  reviewed  special  grants  of  national  importance,  including  special  grants  for' 
"contract  research  and  education" 

o  Develop  a  competitive  peer  reviewed  mechanism  for  selection  of  facilities  to  be 
partially  supported  with  federal  funding 

o  Decentralize  review  and  approval  of  regional  research  to  the  level  of  regional 
associations  of  SAESs.  Create  a  greater  dynamic  in  the  use  of  regional  research 
funds  to  address  priority  issues.  Make  more  use  of  regional  research  funds  as  seed 
money  to  develop  multi-state  collaboration  for  external  funding 

o  Continue  to  expand  the  use  of  senior  faculty  and  administrators  from  universities  for 
program  management  in  CSRS  and  ES. 

o  Improve  the  ability  to  provide  timely  documentation  of  accomplishments  that  will 

provide  a  clearer  picture  of  accountability  for  the  use  of  federal  funds  in  agricultural 
research  and  development  Improve  the  Current  Research  Information  System 
(CRIS)  to  provide  science  and  management  information  on  problem  and  issue  based 
subject  matter.  Make  CRIS  interactive  with  all  parts  of  the  USDA  science  and 
education  community. 

RECOMME^fDATIONS: 

We  believe  the  functional  changes  proposed  here  will  provide  a  highly  effective  way  to 
enhance  the  function  of  the  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research,  (Education)  and 
Economics.  It  brings  together  related  functions  under  the  leadership  of  a  political 
appointee  and  provides  the  opportunity  for  leadership  that  can  serve  the  Department  well 
in  both  its  internal  and  external  affairs. 
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We  recommend  agency  status  for  at  least  ARS,  CSRS  and  ES.  If  this  is  done,  we  believe 
that  these  administrators  plus  any  new  ones  should  be  formed  into  a  corporate  Board  of 
Directors  (Council)  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  to  provide  coordinated  and  cooperative 
programs  across  all  parts  of  S&E.  Incumbents  should  be  given  this  as  a  mandate,  and  as 
a  condition  of  continuing  employment  We  believe  the  incorporation  of  economic  and 
statistics  functions  into  the  office  would  be  very  desirable. 

An  option  for  simplifying  the  organization  would  be  to  join  the  National  Agricultural 
Statistics  Service  and  the  Agricultural  Economics  Service.  Although  it  serves  all  parts  of 
the  Science  and  Education  community,  the  relatively  small  National  Agricultural  Library 
could  be  incorporated  into  either  ARS,  ES  or  CSRS.  If  this  were  done  in  the  context  of 
our  proposal,  the  total  number  of  agencies  under  this  Assistant  Secretary  would  only  be 
increased  by  one. 

To  provide  a  greater  coupling  between  university  and  USDA  line  organizations,  we  propose 
an  Advisory  Council  of  Assistant  Secretaries  and  Under  Secretaries,  chaired  by  the  Deputy 
Secretary,  to  provide  policy  guidance  on  programs  under  the  aegis  of  the  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Research,  (Education),  and  Economics.  We  propose  that  this  be  supplemented  by 
appropriate  expansion  and  re-chartering  of  various  coordinating  committees  at  the  program 
level  to  facilitate  linkages. 
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Recommendations  to  the  Clinton  Transition  Team 
On  Hunger  and  Federal  Food  Assistance  Programs 

November  1992 


Attachment  to  Testimony  by  the  Food 
Research  and  Action  Center  (FRAC)  Before 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Department 
Operations  and  Nutrition,  October  13,  1993 
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Novenber  19,  1992 

President-ttlact  Bill  Clinton 
Presidential  Transition  Office 
1120  Veraont  Avenue,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20005 

Dear  President-elect  Clinton: 

The  first  Executive  Order  (10914)  issued  by  President  John 
r.    Kennedy  on  January  21,  19  61,  was  to  expand  the  amount  and 
quality  of  food  distributed  to  hungry  people  throughout  the 
nation,   on  February  2,    1961,  as  part  of  his  "Special  Message  to 
the  Congress:  Program  for  Economic  Recovery  and  Growth,"  the 
President  announced  the  initiation  of  pilot  Food  Stamp  Programs 
around  the  country  and  his  desire  "...to  strengthen  the  school 
lunch  program,  to  make  the  best  possible  nutrition  available  to 
every  school-child,  regardless  of  the  economic  condition  of  hia 
family  or  local  school  district." 

President  Kennedy's  actions  gave  birth  to  the  nodern-day 
Food  Stamp  Program  which  today  serves  nearly  26  million  Americans 
each  month.   His  actions  helped  strengthen  the  National  School 
Lunch  Program,  which  today  serves  about  25  million  school 
children  each  day,  half  of  whom  come  from  low-income  families. 
President  Kennedy's  actions  spurred  subsequent  steps  tha€,  over 
time,  created  effective  new  programs  to  combat  hunger  and 
undernutrition  in  the  nation. 

The  recent  election  provides  a  remarkable  opportunity  for 
our  new  President  to  complete  the  task  that  President  Kennedy 
began.   We  can  imagine  no  investment  in  our  people  that  is  more 
fundamental  and  important  than  ensuring  adequate  nutrition  for 
everyone  in  our  country.  This  investment  is  the  foundation  upon 
which  good  health,  educational  success  and,  ultimately,  economic 
productivity  must  be  built.   President-elect  Clinton  can  end 
chronic  hunger  in  this  country  in  the  next  four  years. 

Our  nation's  nutrition  programs  are  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  established  by  President 
Lincoln  as  '*the  people's  department."  Today,  these  programs 
constitute  over  half  of  the  Department's  budget,  yet  they  have 
not  received  the  priority  they  deserve. 

The  reality  today  is  that  millions  of  needy  Americans  go 
unserved  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.   While  many  needy 
people  receive  food  stamp  benefits,  others  do  not,  and  benefit 
levels  are  inadequate.   Nearly  half  of  the  women,  infants  and 
children  eligible  for  the  WIC  nutrition  program  do  not  receive 
benefits  because  the  program  is  underfunded.   Children  who  are 
eligible  for  the  school  breakfast,  summer  feeding  and  child  care 
food  programs  do  not  get  the  assistance  they  need  because 
programs  are  not  available  to  them.   As  the  result,  millions  of 
children  and  adults  literally  go  hungry  each  month. 
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Without  adequate  nutrition,  the  productivity  of  adults 
decreases  and  the  learning  ability  of  children  is  compromised. 
An  ill-nourished,  poorly  educated  populace  creates  unnecessary 
suffering  and  undermines  our  nation's  productivity.   No  one  in 
this  country  should  go  without  food. 

"Putting  People  First"  means  truly  ending  domestic  hunger. 
This  will  require  a  radical  departure  from  "business  as  usual"  at 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.   We  need  a  new  vision  for  this 
agency  —  a  renamed  Departaent  of  Food  and  Agriculture,  a  true 
"people's  department."  The  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture 
must  become  an  activist  agency  on  behalf  of  families  and  children 
throughout  the  nation,  making  food  assistance  programs  fi^lly 
available  to  those  who  are  vulnerable  and  providing  sound  advice 
on  diet  and  nutrition  for  everyone. 

"Putting  People  First"  requires  a  bold  new  approach  for  a 
Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  which  fosters  creative 
partnerships  between  the  federal  government  and  the  private 
sector.   This  agency  should  join  in  coalition  with  the  cdrporate, 
nonprofit,  consumer,  religious,  union  and  low-income  communities. 
These  and  other  groups  can  assist  in  public  education  programs  on 
the  availability  and  importance  of  nutrition  programs,  work  to 
effectively  expand  programs  at  the  local  level  and  foster 
dialogue  between  the  government  and  the  people  it  serves. 

There  should  also  be  an  appreciation  of  the  fact  that  the 
nutrition  programs  bring  federal  tax  dollars  and  jobs  to  local 
communities.  This  nation  commits  fully  $34  billion  dollars  to 
federal  nutrition  programs  and,  while  this  funding  is  designed  to 
improve  nutrition  to  vulnerable  groups,  it  has  a  significant 
impact  on  local  economies. 

Therefore,  we  urge  the  Clinton  Administration  to  act  on  the 
following  recommendations : 

1.       Structure  of  th*  Transition  Teaa  and  the  Department  of  Food 
and  Agriculture 

A.  The  Clinton  transition  team  for  the  Department  of  Food  and 
Agriculture  should  include  people  whose  primary  background 
and  concerns  are  the  Xederal  domestic  food  assistance 
programs  and  the  quality  of  the  American  diet. 

B.  The  person  appointed  Secretary  of  Food  and  Agriculture 
should  be  someone  who  assigns  top  priority  to  (1)  ending 
hunger  in  this  country  through  improving  domestic  food 
assistance  programs  and  (2)  improving  the  diets  of  all 
Americans. 
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C.  The  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  should  have  one 
person  whose  clear  priority  is  to  oversee  domestic  food 
assistance  programs  and  human  nutrition.   This  position 
should  be,  at  a  minimum,  at  the  level  of  Assistant 
Secretary. 

D.  The  hunger  and  nutrition  communities  should  be  consulted  in 
the  selection  of  the  Secretary  of  Food  and  Agriculture  and 
the  Assistant  Secretary  in  charge  of  food  and  nutrition 
programs. 

E.  Jurisdiction  over  domestic  food  and  nutrition  programs  and 
human  nutrition  issues  should  remain  at  the  Department  of 
Food  an8f  Agriculture.  ,  J 

II.  Legislative  Priorities 

In  the  first  100  days  of  his  Administration,  President-elect 
Clinton  should  initiate  the  following  legislation: 

A.  enactment  of  the  Mickey  Leland  Childhood  Hunger  Relief  Act; 
and, 

B.  enactment  of  legislation  to  assure  benefits  for  all  who  are 
eligible  for  the  WIC  Program. 

III.  Initiatives  that  Do  Mot  Require  Legislation 

There  ^re  a  great  many  initiatives  that  an  activist 
Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  could  take  without  any 
further  involvement  from  Congress  to  improve  the  nutritional 
status  of  Americans.   These  include: 

A.  broadening  awareness  of  and  access  to  underutilized  programs 
such  as  the  School  Breakfast  Program,  the  Summer  Food 
Service  Program  for  Children,  and  the  Child  and  Adult  Care 
Food  Program; 

B.  assuring  that  federal  domestic  food  and  nutrition  programs 
are  consistent  with  U.S.  Dietary  Guidelines  by  establishing 
standards  and  assisting  schools,  summer  programs  and  child 
care  providers  in  meeting  them; 

C.  reducing  or  ending  unnecessary  paperwork  and  verification 
requirements  that  prevent  those  in  need  from  receiving  the 
benefits  to  which  they  are  entitled; 

D.  proBOting  food  self-sufficiency  programs  and  programs 
designed  to  attract  supermarkets  to  the  inner-city;  and 


565 


Pr«sid«nt-«lect  Clinton 
Nov«Bb«r  19,  1992 
Pag«  4 

E.  opening  th«  processes  within  the  Department  of  Food  and 

Agriculture  to  permit  and  encourage  broader  citizen 

involvement  in  the  operation  and  regulation  of  the  food  and 
nutrition  programs. 

This  agenda  is  submitted  as  a  significant  but  modest  and 
fiscally-prudent  step  on  the  road  to  a  nation  free  from  hunger. 
We  have  many  additional  specific  proposals  for  action  that  will 
be  submitted  as  soon  as  appropriate  officials  are  in  place. 

Hunger  in  this  land  of  plenty  is  intolerable.   By  following- 
through  on  the  above  recommendations  as  an  investment  in, this 
country's  future,  the  President-elect  can  end  chronic  hunger  in 
the  United  States  in  the  next  four  years,  and,  thereby, 'put 
people  first. 

Sincerely, 

Bread  for  the  World 
Catholic  Charities  USA 
Coalition  on  Human  Needs 
Consumers  Union 

Food  Research  and  Action  Center 
Interfaith  Impact 

Lutheran  Office  for  Governmental  Affairs, 
Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  America 
Maine  Coalition  for  Food  Security 
Second  Harvest 
Share  Our  Strength 
The  End  Hunger  Network 
World  Hunger  Year 
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Background  Paper 


HUNGER  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 
Prepared  for  the  Clinton  Transition  Team 


The  first  Elxecutive  Order  issued  by  President  John  F.  Kennedy  (10914, 
January  21,  1961)  was  to  expand  the  amount  and  quality  of  food  distributed 
to  hungry  people  throughout  the  nation. 

On  February  2,  1961,  as  part  of  his  "Special  Message  to  the  Congress: 
Program  for  Economic  Recovery  and  Growth,"  the  President  announced  the 
iri..iation  of  pilot  Food  Stamp  Programs  around  the  country  and  his  desire 
"...to  strengthen  the  school  lunch  program,  to  make  the  best  possible 
nutrition  available  to  every  school-child,  regardless  of  the  economic  condition 
of  his  family  or  local  school  district." 

President  Kennedy's  actions  gave  birth  to  the  modem-day  Food  Stamp  Program,  which  today 
serves  nearly  26  million  Americans  each  month.  His  actions  helped  strengthen  the  National 
School  Lunch  Program,  which  today  serves  about  25  million  school  children  each  day,  half  of 
whom  come  from  low-income  families.  President  Kennedy's  actions  spurred  subsequent  steps 
that,  over  time,  created  effective  new  programs  to  combat  hunger  and  undernutrition  in  the 
nation. 

Despite  great  progress  in  establishing  programs  to  address  hunger  in  this  country,  today  there 
remain  millions  of  Americans  who  literally  go  hungry  every  month.  While  many  needy  people 
receive  food  stamp  benefits,  others  do  not,  and  benefit  levels  are  inadequate.  Nearly  half  of  the 
women,  infants  and  children  eligible  for  the  WIC  nutrition  program  do  not  receive  benefits 
because  the  program  is  underfunded.  Millions  of  children  eligible  for  the  school  breakfast, 
summer  feeding  and  child  care  food  programs  do  not  get  the  assistance  they  need  because 
programs  are  not  available  to  them. 

The  recent  election  provides  a  remarkable  opportunity  for  the  President-elect  to  complete  the 
task  that  President  Kennedy  began.  We  can  imagine  no  investment  in  our  people  that  is  more 
fundamental  and  important  than  ensuring  adequate  nutrition  for  everyone  in  our  country. 
This  investment  is  the  foundation  upon  which  good  health,  educational  success  and, 
ultimately,  economic  productivity  must  be  built. 

Bold  leadership  on  the  issue  of  hunger  in  the  United  States  represents  both  good  policy  and  good 
politics.  Presidential  leadership  would  be  welcomed  by  bi-partisan  leaders  in  Congress  and  a 
growing  number  of  corporate  leaders  involved  in  this  issue.  There  is  a  growing  consensus  in 
this  country  that  hunger  can  and  should  be  ended  through  strong  public  policies. 
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In  1992,  a  nationwide  poll  of  registered  voters  sponsored  by  Kraft  General  Foods,  Inc.  found: 

►  over  90  percent  consider  hunger  to  be  a  serious  problem,  rank  hunger  among  the 
top  issues  facing  the  nation,  and  feel  that  hunger,  unlike  other  serious  issues,  is 
solvable; 

►  an  overwhelming  majority  think  that  public  solutions,  rather  than  private  charity, 
are  required  to  address  the  problem; 

^  67  percent  are  willing  to  pay  $100  a  year  more  in  taxes  if  this  money  is  applied 
to  fighting  hunger;  and, 

»  that  large  numbers  of  people  are  already  volunteering  to  fight  hunger  in  their 
communities. 

I 
In  April  1992,  over  3,000  American  leaders  endorsed  the  Medford  Declaration  to'^^nd  Hunger 
in  the  United  States.  Among  the  thousands  of  supporters  were  Congressional  leaders,  corporate 
CEOs,  university  presidents,  union  leaders,  and  celebrities  and  hundreds  of  organizations 
representing  a  broad  cross-section  of  the  American  public.  The  Declaration  called  for  an  end 
to  hunger  in  the  United  States  by  199S  primarily  through  strengthening  the  array  of  food 
assistance  programs  this  country  already  has  in  place. 

Consistent  with  the  Medford  Declaration,  hundreds  of  organizations  across  the  country  are 
actively  waging  the  Campaign  to  End  Childhood  Hunger.  The  Campaign,  launched  in  March 
1991,  has  received  widespread  media  attention  nationwide  and  has  strong  corporate  and  private 
philanthropic  support.  The  Campaign  to  End  Childhood  Hunger,  together  with  the  Medford 
Declaration,  has  built  a  strong  reservoir  of  committed  individuals  ready  to  join  in  partnership 
with  the  Clinton  Administration  to  end  hunger  in  the  United  States. 

Immediate  steps  should  be  taken  by  the  forthcoming  Clinton  Administration  to  demonstrate  its 
commitment  to  adequate  nutrition  for  all  Americans.  This  will  require  a  radical  departure  from 
"business  as  usual"  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  We  need  a  new  vision  for  this  agency  •- 
a  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture.  The  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  must 
become  an  activist  agency  on  behalf  of  families  and  children  throughout  the  nation,  making  food 
assistance  programs  fully  available  to  those  who  are  vulnerable  and  providing  sound  advice  on 
diet  and  nutrition  for  everyone. 

This  paper  presents  broad  recommendations  for  immediate  consideration  by  the  Clinton  transition 
team.   Additional  detailed  policy  papers  will  be  forthcoming. 

In  summary,  we  make  recommendations  on: 

I.         Structure  of  the  Transition  Team  and  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture 
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II.  Legislative  Priorities  for  the  First  100  Days 

III.  Immediate  Initiatives  that  Do  Not  Require  Legislation 

I.         Structure  of  the  Transltioa  Team  and  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture 

A.  The  Clinton  transition  team  for  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  should  include 
one  or  more  persons  whose  primary  background  and  concerns  are  the  federal  domestic 
food  assistance  programs  and  the  quality  of  the  American  diet. 

B.  The  person  appointed  Secretary  of  Food  and  Agriculture  should  be  someone  who  places 
top  priority  on  (1)  ending  hunger  in  this  country  through  improving  domestic  food 
assistance  programs  and  (2)  improving  the  diets  of  all  Americans. 

C.  The  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  should  have  one  person  whose  clear  priority 
is  to  oversee  domestic  food  assistance  programs  and  human  nutrition.  'This  position 
should  be,  at  a  minimum,  at  the  level  of  Assistant  Secretary. 

D.  The  hunger  and  nutrition  communities  should  be  consulted  in  the  selection  of  the 
Secretary  of  Food  and  Agriculture  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  in  charge  of  food  and 
nutrition  programs. 

E.  Jurisdiction  over  domestic  food  and  nutrition  programs  and  human  nutrition  issues  should 
remain  at  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture. 

Discussion 

Today,  more  than  50  percent  of  the  budget  (about  $34.1  billion)  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  devoted  to  domestic  food  assistance  programs.  The  Department  has  huge 
responsibilities  to  administer  programs  that  touch  the  lives  of  millions  of  Americans. 

>  One  in  ten  Americans  receives  food  stamps  each  month.  Over  the  course  of  a  year,  as 
many  as  one  in  six  or  seven  may  do  so. 

»  On  any  school  day,  one  in  ten  Americans  (all  of  whom  are  children)  eat  a  lunch  provided 
through  the  National  School  Lunch  Program.  Millions  of  these  children  also  receive 
breakfast  at  school. 

»  More  than  five  and  a  half  million  Americans  a  month  -  including  one  in  three  infants 
--  receive  benefits  through  the  Special  Supplemental  Food  Program  for  Women,  Infants 
and  Children  (WIC). 
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In  the  short  run.  these  and  other  existing  programs  hold  the  key  to  ending  chronic  hunger  in  this 
country.  Important  reforms  are  needed  which  have  the  potential  to  virtually  wipe  out  hunger 
during  President  Clinton's  first  term.  Given  the  magnitude  of  the  responsibilities  in 
administering  nutrition  programs  and  their  importance  in  alleviating  hunger  nationwide,  it  is 
imperative  that  the  Clinton  Administration  place  a  high  priority  on  these  programs  from  day  one. 
Further,  given  the  direct  relationship  between  diet  and  health  and  the  keen  interest  of  the  public 
in  these  issues,  there  is  a  clear  need  for  the  Secretary  of  Food  and  Agriculture  and  an  Assistant 
Secretary  to  provide  strong  leadership  in  all  areas  affecting  human  nutrition. 

A  top  level  orncial  (at  a  minimum,  at  the  Assistant  Secretary  level)  must  administer 
domestic  food  assistance  programs  and  human  nutrition  issues.  Combining  responsibilities 
for  these  tasks  with  any  other  agencies  currently  within  the  Department  would  necessarily  dilute 
the  level  of  attention  required  of  an  Assistant  Secretary  to  properly  oversee  the  nation's  human 
nutrition  programs  and  issues. 

Domestic  food  and  nutrition  programs  should  be  retained  at  the  Department  of  Food  and 
Agriculture,  both  to  avoid  the  disruption  of  a  transfer  and  to  keep  the  prograrris'  identity  as 
food-related.  The  programs'  wide,  bipartisan  backing  in  Congress  and  public  support  stem  in 
part  from  the  public's  concern  about  hunger  and  belief  that  benefits  result  in  food  for  those  in 
need.  Support  also  comes  from  the  fact  that  many  middle-class  children  receive  benefits  from 
school-based  programs.  Moving  the  food  and  nutrition  programs  to  a  department  with  a  broader 
human  services  jurisdiction  could  undermine  this  identity  and  could  adversely  affect  the  political 
framework  on  Capitol  Hill  that  has  led  to  their  broad  acceptance.  ' 


II.    Immediate  Legislative  Priorities  for  the  First  100  Days 

A.  Enactment  of  the  Mickey  Leiand  Childhood  Hunger  Relief  Act 

B.  Enactment  of  legislation  to  assure  benefits  for  all  who  are  eligible  for  the  WIC  Program 

Discussion 

The  Mickey  Leiand  Childhood  Hunger  Relief  Act  is  the  most  important  anti-hunger 
initiative  in  this  country  since  1977.  It  would  provide  increased  food  stamp  benefits  primarily 
to  families  on  the  brink  of  homelessness  and  to  those  who  are  dependent  on  child  suppori 
payments.  Over  90  percent  of  its  benefits  would  aid  families  with  children,  almost  exclusively 
those  with  incomes  below  the  poverty  line. 

The  Leiand  Act  has  twice  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  ( 1990  and  1992)  by  large  margins 
and  has  strong  bipartisan  suppon  in  the  Senate  (it  passed  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee  by 
a  vote  of  14-1  this  year).  In  1990,  it  was  a  casualty  of  the  Budget  Summit  Agreement  and  this 
year  narrowly  failal  to  be  included  in  the  Urban  Aid/Tax  bill  sent  to  and  ultimately. vetoed  by 
President  Bush. 
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This  year,  key  elements  of  the  Leland  Bill  were  combined  with  a  child  welfare  bill  (the  Family 
Preservation  Act)  for  consideration  on  the  House  floor.  This  package,  known  as  the  Children's 
Initiative,  was  funded  by  a  millionaire's  surtax. 

Whether  alone  or  as  part  of  a  larger  children's  initiative,  it  is  imperative  that  the  Clinton 
Administration  support  the  Leland  Bill  as  an  early  priority.  This  is  wholly  consistent  with  the 
philosophy  of  "Putting  People  First."  Failure  to  do  so  would  be  widely  perceived  to  evidence 
a  lack  of  commitment  to  ending  hunger  in  this  country. 

During  the  Presidential  campaign,  Governor  Clinton  committed  himself  to  full  funding  for  the 
WIC  program.  Various  studies  document  the  unparalleled  success  of  the  WIC  Program  in 
improving  nutritional  intake  and  averting  infant  mortality,  low  birthweight,  and  unnecessary 
hospital  cosu.  In  a  1990  report,  the  General  Accounting  Office  estimated  that  the  $296  million 
spent  on  prenatal  WIC  benefits  in  1990  would  result  in  a  savings  of  $1,036  billion  in  health 
(including  Medicaid)  and  education  costs  over  the  next  18  years.  In  recent  years,  WIC  has 
received  modest  increases  in  funding  through  the  appropriations  process,  but  the  increases  fall 
far  short  of  meeting  the  needs  of  those  eligible. 

With  only  about  55  percent  of  the  eligible  population  now  served,  the  Clinton  Administration 
should  assure  benefits  to  all  of  those  eligible  by  supporting  the  transformation  of  WIC  to  an 
"entitlement  program."  While  there  are  various  ways  to  achieve  this  (and  it  would  be 
necessary  to  phase  this  in),  what  is  needed  is  a  clear,  unequivocal  commitment  that  all  those  who 
qualify  will  be  able  to  receive  benefits.  Under  law,  only  mothers,  infants  and  chifdren  who  are 
low  income  and  found  to  be  at  nutritional  risk  can  qualify.  By  not  fully  funding  WIC,  we  risk 
paying  a  higher  price  later  --  in  medical  costs,  in  lost  productivity,  and  in  fewer  infants  reaching 
their  fist  birthday. 


in.    Initiatives  that  Do  Not  Require  Legislation 

Discussion 

In  addition  to  the  two  key  legislative  initiatives  outlined  above,  there  are  a  great  many  initiatives 
that  the  Clinton  Administration  could  take  to  enhance  the  nutritional  status  of  Americans.  While 
some  entail  support  for  increased  appropriations  for  existing  programs,  there  are  important  steps 
that  an  activist  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  could  take  without  any  further  involvement 
from  Congress. 

*■  Several  key  federal  nutrition  programs  are  "entitlements,"  yet  they  are  vastly 
underutilized.  Through  public  education,  training  and  strengthened  partnerships  with 
state  government  and  the  private  sector,  the  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  could 
move  quickly  and  effectively  to  broaden  awareness  of  and  access  to  the  School  Breakfast 
Program,  the  Summer  Food  Service  Program  for  Children,  and  the  Child  and  Adult  Care 
Food  Program. 
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The  Depanment  of  Food  and  Agriculture  could  play  an  greater  role  in  assuring  the 
quality  of  nutrition  Americans  receive.  This  could  include  stronger  leadership  in 
assuring  that  the  Department's  programs  are  consistent  with  the  U.S.  Dietary  Guidelines. 
It  also  could  include  far  greater  attention  to  the  high  incidence  of  diet-related  disease 
among  the  poor  and  minorities.  Appropriate  nutrition  education  strategies  should  be 
pursued  to  accomplish  these  goals. 

In  recent  years,  there  have  been  increasing  reports  of  unnecessary  and  counterproductive 
paperwork  and  verification  requirements  in  federal  nutrition  programs  which  have 
resulted  in  denial  or  delay  of  benefits  to  people  in  need.  In  addition,  many  programs  are 
not  well  coordinated  with  programs  operated  outside  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
Immediate  attention  could  be  given  to  addressing  both  of  these  areas. 

The  Department  of  Food  and  Agriculture  could  play  an  active  role  in  promoting 
programs  that  encourage  food  self-sufficiency.  There  are  a  great  many  programs  across 
the  country  -  ranging  from  job  training  and  placement,  to  community  gardens,  to 
grocery  purchase  clubs  -  that  the  Department  could  promote. 

The  Department  could  open  its  processes  to  allow  far  broader  citizen  involvement  in  the 
operation,  expansion  and  regulation  of  food  and  nutrition  programs. 


Conclusion: 

Millions  of  American  children,  women  and  men  go  hungry  each  month.  The  United  States  has 
the  compassion  and  resources  to  end  hunger.  There  is  no  more  important,  immediate  action  the 
new  Administration  can  take  to  improve  the  health  and  well-being  of  Americans  and  boost  the 
future  competitiveness  of  our  nation.  By  creating  an  activist  Department  of  Food  and 
Agriculture  and  reforming  federal  programs  already  in  place,  domestic  hunger  can  be 
ended  during  President  Clinton's  first  term. 
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Good  Morning,  Chairman  Stenholm  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee. 

I  am  Dr.  Laura  Sims.  I  am  a  registered  dietitian  and  a  professor  of  nutrition  at  the 
University  of  Maryland.  I  am  here  today  representing  The  American  Dietetic  Association 
(ADA),  the  world's  largest  organization  of  nutrition  professionals.  Our  65,000  members 
serve  the  public  through  the  promotion  of  optimal  nutrition,  health  and  well  being.  We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address  you  today  regarding  HR  3171,  the  "Department  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993."  I  will  focus  my  testimony  on  the  impact  of  the 
bill's  proposed  reorganization  plan  on  the  food  and  nutrition  programs  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA). 

The  ADA  supports  the  proposal  to  elevate  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and 
Consumer  Services  to  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services. 
Since  the  turn  of  the  century,  nutrition  and  food  safety  have  been  an  integral  part  of  the 
Department  This  proposal  signals  the  increasing  importance  of  nutrition  to  the  American 
people  and  within  the  Department  itself.  It  will  also  forge  an  even  stronger  link  between 
farmers  and  consumers.  It  acknowledges  that  nutrition  is  an  integral  priority  of  USDA 
along  with  production  and  marketing  responsibilities  of  the  Department 
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USDA's  food  and  nutrition  programs  serve  over  27  million  people  at  an  annual  cost  of 
$24  billion  dollars,  accounting  for  53%  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  budget.  A 
variety  of  programs  and  services  are  included  such  as  the  school  lunch  and  breakfast 
programs,  commodity  food  distribution,  food  stamps,  nutrition  survey  research,  nutrition 
monitoring  and  the  Women,  Infants  and  Children  Supplemental  Food  Program  (WIC). 

The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  stressed  the  importance  of  including  nutrition  education 
with  USDA  food  delivery  programs.  This  reorganization  proposal  would  move  in  that 
direction.  Currentiy,  many  of  USDA's  feeding  programs  focus  on  the  distribution  of 
food,  yet  fail  to  educate  recipients  about  the  effects  of  diet  on  health. 

The  WIC  Program  is  a  successful  exception,  however,  with  cost-effective  results.  WIC  is 
unique  because  it  requires  that  nutrition  education  and  counseling  be  provided  to  all 
participants  along  with  the  nutritious  food.  This  combination  of  nutrition  education  and 
nutritious  food  has  allowed  the  WIC  program  to  improve  the  health  and  well  being  of 
pregnant  women,  infants  and  growing  children.  According  to  the  U.S.  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO),  extensive  medical  research  shows  that  WIC  helps  children 
lead  healthier  lives  and  it  generates  short-term  reductions  in  medical  costs  and  long-term 
improvement  in  children's  health.  The  GAO  reported  in  April  1992  diat  for  every  $1 
spent  on  prenatal  WIC  services  to  Medicaid  recipients,  up  to  $4.21  were  saved  in  health 
expenditures.  This  return  on  investment  is  an  optimal  use  of  federal  dollars. 

More  emphasis  must  be  put  on  other  USDA  programs,  such  as  food  stamps  and  school 
breakfast  and  lunch,  to  combine  nutrition  education  and  outreach  with  the  provision  of 
food.  We  hope  that  the  creation  of  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service, 
combined  with  increased  priority  for  nutrition  within  USDA,  can  help  achieve  this  goal. 

Increased  nutrition  education  is  also  needed  because  consumers  are  actively  seeking 
nutrition  information  that  can  help  them  lead  healthier  lives.  We  have  evidence  of  this 
from  ADA'S  National  Center  for  Nutrition  and  Dietetics  Consumer  Nutrition  Hot  Line. 
Since  its  inception  in  December  1991,  consumer  requests  for  nutrition  information  have 
averaged  over  15,000  a  month.  Some  of  the  most  popular  topics  include:  fat,  cholesterol, 
weight  control,  nutrients  in  food,  diabetes  and  food  safety  issues.  It  is  imperative  that 
USDA  take  advantage  of  consumer  interest  and  provide  nutrition  education  at  every 
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opportunity.  Not  only  will  this  help  consumers  make  more  educated  food  choices,  but 
also  assist  in  the  country's  efforts  to  reduce  health  care  costs. 

Nutrition  as  prevention  is  an  important  part  of  health  care.  The  fedenil  government 
should  encourage  all  Americans  to  take  personal  responsibility  for  doing  as  much  as 
possible  to  keep  themselves  healthy  and  avoid  lifestyles  that  put  them  at  risk  for  disease. 
Consumers  must  be  educated  on  ways  to  prevent  disease  including  eating  a  balanced  diet 
In  addition,  many  of  the  low-income  persons  utilizing  USDA  food  and  nutrition  programs 
are  at  especially  high  risk  for  chronic  disease  such  as  diabetes.  These  individuals  often 
end  up  in  emergency  rooms,  adding  to  the  high  cost  of  health  care.  Importantiy, 
increased  nutrition  education  and  outreach  can  lead  to  improved  health  and  decreased 
health  care  costs  for  these  individuals.  USDA  can  help  lead  die  way  in  the  promotion  of 
nutrition  as  an  important  way  to  keep  health  care  costs  from  escalating. 

Diet  and  nutrition  are  also  important  to  the  food  sector  from  producer  to  retailer  because 
they  affect  demand  for  farm  products.  In  fact,  significant  dollars  from  producer  checkoff 
programs  are  used  to  promote  healthful  aspects  of  food  products.  For  this  reason, 
nutrition  information  is  important  to  farmers  and  processors  as  well  as  consumers. 
Consumers  will  be  better  able  to  safely  utilize  die  products  provided  by  die  nation's 
farmers  and  ranchers  and  increase  demand  for  wholesome  foods.  As  this  trend 
accelerates,  USDA  can  provide  information  on  consumer  demand  to  farmers  and 
processors  who  are  striving  to  provide  the  most  nutritious  foods  available. 

In  summary,  The  American  Dietetic  Association  strongly  supports  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993  as  it  relates  to  food  and  nutrition  programs  and 
services.  Nutrition  plays  a  key  role  in  health;  USDA  should  be  positioned  to  encourage 
Americans  to  eat  a  nutritious  diet. 

We  thank  the  Subconunittee  for  asking  for  input  on  the  plan  and  for  the  opportunity  to 
share  our  views. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Gerald  Vap  and  I 
am  the  Vice  President  of  the  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  (NACD). 
I  am  here  today  on  behalf  of  NACD  and  the  National  Association  of  State 
Conservation  Agencies  (NASCA)  to  present  our  views  and  recommendations  regarding 
the  reorganization  of  USDA. 

The  National  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  G^ACD)  represents  nearly 
3,000  local  conservation  districts  across  the  United  States  and  its  territories,  and  more 
than  15,000  men  and  women  who  serve  without  pay  on  their  governing  boards. 
Conservation  districts  are  independent,  special  purpose  units  of  state  government  that 
coordinate  and  carry  out  comprehensive  natural  resource  management  programs  that 
address  such  issues  as  forest  and  rangeland  management,  wetland  protection  and 
enhancement,  agricultural  and  urban  erosion  and  sediment  control,  wildlife  habitat 
management  and  nonpoint  source  pollution  abatement. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Conservation  Agencies  (NASCA)  represents 
the  54  state  and  territorial  government  agencies  that  are  responsible  for  administering 
state  or  territorial  soil  and  water  conservation  programs  and  coordinating  with  the 
conservation  districts,  USDA  and  other  local  and  federal  partners  within  their 
jurisdiction. 

For  more  than  fifty  years,  conservation  districts,  state  conservation  agencies 
and  USDA  have  been  jointly  implementing  federal,  state  and  local  programs  designed 
to  help  private  landowners  and  landusers  correct  natural  resource  management 

Notional  Association  of  Conservation  Districts  National  Association  of  State  Conservation  Agencies 
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problems.  This  partnership,  which  is  guided  by  formal  memorandums  of 
understanding  with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  provides  a  unique  and  highly 
effective  delivery  system  through  which  all  levels  of  government  work  to  provide 
conservation  and  natural  resource  management  assistance  to  landusers. 
Today  this  conservation  partnership  provides  technical  and  other  assistance  to  over 
two-and-a-half  million  cooperators  who  manage  nearly  800  million  acres  of  privately 
owned  land. 

NACD  and  NASCA  fully  support  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA  to  make  its 
operations  more  efficient  and  cost-effective.   Initiatives  designed  to  streamline  the 
department,  eliminate  waste,  reduce  costs  and  improve  coordination  and  teamwork 
among  local,  state,  federal  and  private-sector  partners  are  long  overdue. 

We  congratulate  Secretary  Mike  Espy  on  his  reorganization  efforts  thus  far.   To 
date,  these  efforts  have  focused  primarily  on  reorganizing  USDA's  national 
headquarters  in  Washington.     USDA's  state  and  local  partners  believe  that 
reorganization  must  elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  environmental  programs 
within  the  department  as  the  Secretary  has  proposed.   This  can  best  be  accomplished 
through  the  creation  of  a  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  whose  mission 
is  focused  exclusively  on  natural  resource  management  issues. 

This  proposal  would  not  only  improve  efficiency  in  the  department,  but  it 
would  also  send  a  strong  message  to  the  American  public  that  USDA  is  serious  about 
fulfilling  its  conservation  responsibilities.   Failure  to  do  so  would  not  only  invite 
continued  questioning  over  the  department's  role  in  the  area  of  environmental 
protection,  but  it  could  also  prepare  the  way  for  the  wholesale  transfer  of  USDA's 
county-based  conservation  delivery  system  to  the  soon-to-be-established  Department  of 
the  Environment. 

America's  conservation  districts  and  sUte  conservation  agencies  strongly 
support  the  integration  of  all  technical  assistance  and  conservation  cost-share  programs 
within  the  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   By  having  one  agency 
manage  conservation  financial  incentives,  resource  assessment  and  technical  assistance 
programs,  we  are  convinced  that  conservation  assistance  can  be  delivered  more 
efficiently  and  effectively.   From  a  customer  service  standpoint,  we  are  also  convinced 
that  this  arrangement  will  be  far  superior  to  the  current  system  USDA  is  using  to 
deliver  conservation  assistance  to  landusers.   As  we  move  towards  managing  natural 
resources  on  an  ecosystem  basis,  this  combination  will  also  enhance  our  ability 
develop  and  implement  comprehensive  natural  resource  management  plans. 
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Concerning  field  office  reorganization,  we  agree  that  the  creation  of  USDA 
Service  Centers  provides  a  number  of  benefits,  such  as  the  efficiency  and  cost  savings 
of  co-location  and  shared  resources  and  convenience  of  "one-stop  shopping"  for 
customers.    We  are  concerned,  however,  over  the  impact  that  the  closing  of  more  than 
360  SCS  field  offices  will  have  on  the  conservation  districts  that  housed  those  offices. 
In  many  cases,  the  withdrawal  of  SCS  staff  and  funding  assistance  could  make  the 
crucial  difference  between  a  viable,  functioning  entity  that  shares  resources  like 
vehicles  and  computers  and  the  virtual  destruction  of  a  conservation  district  that  has 
little  or  no  funding  support  from  other  sources.    Such  an  occurrence  would  be  an 
example  of  just  how  intertwined  the  partnership  usually  is.    We  urge  the  Secretary  to 
fiiUy  evaluate  the  impact  that  his  reorganization   initiatives  will  have  on  USDA's 
partners,  so  that  our  joint  efforts  to  provide  natural  resource  management  leadership 
and  assistance  to  local  communities  will  not  be  negatively  affected. 

There  are  still  many  unanswered  questions  about  the  details  of  closing  field 
offices  and  of)ening  service  centers.    For  this  plan  to  work,  however,  the  following 
components  must  be  included: 

•  USDA's  natural  resource  agency  must  maintain  an  adequate  level  of  service 
in  areas  where  there  is  conservation  work  to  be  done,  regardless  of  whether  a  service 
center  is  located  there; 

•  The  reorganization  must  result  in  a  major  redirection  of  additional  USDA 
resources  to  the  field  level,  where  USDA's  customers  are;  and, 

•  As  USDA  moves  ahead  to  implement  this  plan,  it  must  ensure  that  local 
conservation  districts,  state  conservation  agencies  and  other  stakeholders  are  part  of 
the  process.   To  accomplish  this,  USDA,  state  and  local  partners  should  be  at  the 
table  when  state  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils  meet  to  work  out  the  plans  for  their 
states. 

If  these  concerns  are  addressed,  we  are  optimistic  that  the  Secretary's 
reorganization  effort  will  result  in  a  streamlined,  customer-focused  delivery  system  of 
technical  and  financial  assistance  to  landowners  and  landusers  that  will  provide  better 
service  to  more  customers.   USDA's  conservation  partners  are  prepared  to  assist  in 
that  effort. 

Attached  to  our  testimony  is  a  white  paper  on  reorganization  that  was  prepared 
earlier  this  year  by  NACD,  NASCA  and  the  American  Farmland  Trust.   We  hope  our 
recommendations  will  be  helpful  in  your  efforts  to  strengthen  and  improve  the 
delivery  of  services  through  USDA. 
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Delivery  System  to  Meet  Natural  Resource  Needs 

Introduction 

Concerns  have  been  raised  about  the  efficiency  of  the  U.S.  Dqjartment  of  Agriculture  (USDA) 
and  the  ability  of  its  delivery  system  to  meet  customer  needs  and  expectations.  Some  principal 
concerns  include:  delays  in  providing  services;  need  for  customers  to  visit  two  or  more 
separately  located  offices  for  services;  incompatible  computer  systems;  too  many  field  offices; 
unnecessary  overhead  and  duplication  of  records;  the  proliferation  and  complexity  of 
programs;  and  inconsistent  and  conflicting  policies. 

Background 

USDA's  field  delivery  system,  working  with  conservation  districts  and  state  conservation 
agencies,  is  an  essential  component  in  providing  land  managers  with  technical  assistance  to 
meet  the  demands  of  our  increasing  conservation  and  natural  resource  management  needs.  Both 
by  legislation  and  by  agreement  between  USDA  and  states,  conservation  districts  and  state 
conservation  agencies  advise  and  work  with  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and 
Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  county  committees  which  advise 
ASCS. 

There  is  tremendous  diversity  in  the  missions  of  these  different  agencies.  SCS,  working  with 
their  state  and  local  conservation  partners,  focuses  on  providing  technical  assistance  to 
fanners,  ranchers  and  other  land  managers  in  meeting  their  natural  resource  management 
needs.  This  assistance  is  essential  in  maintaining  a  productive  and  sustainable  agricultural 
system  while  at  the  same  time  ensuring  a  healthy  and  balanced  natural  resource  base.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  programs  of  ASCS  and  other  financial  services  agencies  such  as  the  Farmer's 
Home  Administration  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  are  designed  to  ensure  the 
economic  stability  of  American  agriculture  through  production  adjustment,  marketing  and 
insurance  programs  to  protect  against  crop  and  oSier  losses.  Both  of  these  missions — resource 
protection  and  financial  protection — arc  necessary  to  guarantee  that  America  retains  its  world 
leadership  in  agriculture.  It  is  essential,  however,  that  these  distinct  missions  retain  their 
sq)arate  identities  so  that  neither  is  neglected  or  diluted. 

Throughout  their  nearly  60-year  history,  conservation  districts  and  state  conservation  agencies 
have  worked  cooperatively  with  SCS  in  delivering  conservation  technical  assistance  to  local 
farmers,  ranchers  and  other  land  managers.  As  a  result  of  this  arrangement,  districts,  state 
conservation  agencies  and  SCS  have  developed  a  true  partnership — sharing  many  resources 
and  pursuing  a  common  goal.  Today,  state  and  local  governments  channel  nearly  $700  million 
into  the  effort,  supporting  some  7,000  district  employees  and  a  variety  of  cost-share  and  other 
programs. 

It  is  essential  that  USDA's  conservation  and  natural  resource  management  programs  be 
maintained  and,  indeed,  strengthened  to  maintain  this  vital  partnership  and  help  meet  the 
nation's  growing  demands  for  sound  natural  resource  management  and  environmental 
protection  efforts.  The  following  proposal  outlines  a  plan  for  reorganizing  USDA's  program 
ddivery  system  at  the  national  and  field  office  level  while  maintaining  and  strengthening  its 
environmental  and  natural  resource  nuinagement  functions.  At  the  same  time,  it  will  enhance 
the  nearly  60-year  conservation  partnership  between  federal,  state  and  local  government 
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Guiding  Principles 

The  following  basic  principles  should  be  considered  in  any  USDA  reorganization  plan: 

■  USDA  should  elevate  the  priority  of  conservation  and  natural  resource  management 
programs  within  the  Department. 

■  USDA  should  realize  cost-efficiencies  that  could  be  obtained  through  co-location,  shared  data 
systems,  shared  vehicles  and  shared  support  staff,  where  feasible. 

■  All  USDA  natural  resource  management  programs  should  be  overseen  by  a  single  Under 
Secretary. 

■  A  single  natural  resource  agency  should  encompass  all  USDA  natural  resource  management 
functions,  except  those  of  the  Forest  Service. 

■  Production  adjustment  and  loan  programs  should  be  consistent  with  natural  resource 
management  programs. 

■  USDA  must  recognize  and  utilize  the  resources  and  authorities  of  other  federal,  state  and 
local  conservation  agencies. 

■  USDA  should  expand  the  use  of  incentive-based  approaches  to  natural  resource  management. 

Proposal 

While  it  is  crucial  that  the  agencies  involved  retain  their  separate  and  distinct  missions  and 
identities,  there  are  areas  where  substantial  savings  and  efficiencies  could  be  realized  through 
sharing  certain  administrative  and  management  functions.  Delivery  of  conservation  technical 
assistance,  like  the  delivery  of  financial  assistance,  however,  requires  that  these  functions  be 
carried  out  by  specially  trained  and  certified  professionals. 

There  are  currently  more  than  9,000  USDA  field  offices  for  ASCS,  SCS,  FmHA  and  FCIC. 
This  proposal  recommends  a  substantial  reduction  in  USDA  field  offices,  yet  is  designed  to 
maintain  or  improve  service  to  USDA  customers.  In  most  cases  SCS,  ASCS  and  FmHA  field 
offices  will  be  consolidated  into  a  single  USDA  field  office  where  the  degree  of  agency 
presence  in  any  given  office  will  be  based  on  the  workload  and  the  necessary  technical 
expertise.  However,  flexibility  will  be  retained  to  adapt  to  the  variety  of  different  local 
agricultural,  natural  resource  and  environmental  conditions.  This  will  assure  the  most  cost- 
effective  and  efficient  delivery  of  USDA  programs  with  a  focus  on  improving  services.  It  will 
also  provide  substantial  streamlining  and  improvement  in  public  perception  of  USDA  services, 
reduction  in  overhead  costs  and  paperwork.  Conservation  districts  and  ASC  county  committees 
will  continue  to  function  in  their  traditional  roles. 

Under  this  proposal,  which  should  be  implemented  over  a  five-year  period,  the  functions  of  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  and  other  natural  resource  management  programs,  except  for  those 
of  the  Forest  Service,  will  be  merged  into  a  single  natural  resource  management  agency — the 
Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service  (NRCS). 

The  following  activities  will  be  carried  out  by  the  NRCS  at  the  Field  level: 

■  Administer  all  USDA  conservation  programs  (including  technical  approval  for  financial 
incentive  payments),  except  for  the  programs  of  the  Forest  Service. 

■  Provide  scientific-based,  on-site  technic^  assistance  to  land  users. 

■  Collect,  analyze  and  interpret  natural  resources  data. 

■  Assure  compliance  with  USDA  conservation  program  requirements. 

■  Conduct  information  and  education  activities  related  to  conservation  programs. 

■  Administer  the  technical  facet  of  emergency  and  disaster  assistance. 

■  Measure  effectiveness  of  USDA  natural  resources  and  conservation  programs. 

■  Assist  land  users  in  complying  with  environmental  regulations. 

The  functions  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS),  the  Farmer's 
Home  Administration  ^mHA)  and  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC)  will  be 
merged  into  a  single  financial  services  agency — the  Agricultural  Financial  Service  (AFS). 
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Principal  functions  of  the  AFS  could  include: 

■  Administer  production  adjustment  programs. 

■  Administer  agricultural  loan  programs. 

■  Administer  faJeral  crop  insurance  programs. 

■  Disburse  cost-share  and  easement  payments. 

■  Administer  international  programs. 

Administration  of  Financial  Incentives  Programs 

Conservation  cost-share  programs  will  be  administered  by  the  NRCS  agency  and  will  be 
patterned  after  the  Forest  Service's  Stewardship  Incentive  Program  (SIP).  The  NRCS  agency 
will  perform  all  technical  functions  and  approval  of  financial  incentive  payments.  The  AFS 
agency  will  handle  all  funds  and  disburse  incentive  payments  to  program  participants. 

The  Field  OfTice 

One  USDA  full  service  field  office  housing  both  the  new  NRCS  agency  and  the  new  AFS 
agency  will  be  created.  The  NRCS  agency  will  administer  all  USDA  conservation  programs, 
except  for  Forest  Service  programs,  and  the  AFS  agency  will  administer  all  other  USDA  farm 
financial  programs.  Each  will  have  reassigned,  streamlined  functions  with  full  integration  and 
sharing  of  data,  computer  systems  and  office  equipment.  Where  practical,  field  office  support 
staff  v^  be  cross-trained  to  assume  certain  administrative  responsibilities  for  both  agencies. 

This  reorganization  proposal  retains  flexibility  for  state-level  agency  administrators  to 
determine  the  details  of  loc^  field  office  administration.  In  cooperation  with  State  Partnership 
Councils,'  these  agency  heads  will  make  joint  decisions  to  determine  the  lead  management 
authority  at  the  field  office  level.  FlexibiUty  also  is  needed  to  retain  other  unique,  successful 
field  ofnce  arrangements  that  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  proposal. 

The  State  Office 

To  the  extent  possible  and  feasible,  state-level  USDA  agency  offices  should  be  co-located  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  integration  and  sharing  of  data,  computer  systems  and  office  equipment. 
As  with  field  offices,  however,  flexibility  should  be  permitted  to  retain  unique  and  successful 
office  arrangements  that  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  proposal.  Where  practical,  some 
administrative  staff  will  be  cross-trained  to  assume  interagency  support  responsibilities.  Where 
geographically  feasible,  the  consolidation  of  some  administrative  functions  into  regional  of^ces 
also  should  be  considered. 

The  National  Office 

The  state  NRCS  director  will  be  responsible  to  the  Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  who  will  report  directly  to  the  Under  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources 
and  the  Environment.  The  state  AFS  Director  will  be  responsible  to  the  Agricultural  Financial 
Services  administrator  who  will  report  directly  to  the  Under  Secretary  for  Agricultural 
Services  and  International  Affairs. 

Appeals 

At  the  field  office  level,  appeals  will  be  handled  through  an  alternative  dispute  resolution 
process.  At  the  state  level,  an  Interagency  Appeals  Board  will  be  established.  This  Board  will 
be  comprised  of  the  various  stake  holders  (e.g.,  agency  representatives,  form  group 
rq}resentatives,  conservation  organization  representatives,  etc.)  At  the  national  level,  appeals 
will  be  handled  by  an  Appeals  Division,  staffed  by  either  the  NRCS  or  the  AFS.  Final 
decision-making  authority  is  vested  in  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

The  following  page  suggests  an  organizational  chart  for  this  proposal. 

1 .  Sute  Partnership  Councils  are  being  formed  around  die  country.  Tbey  consist  of  the  major  stake  holders  in  a 
state's  conservation,  natural  resource  iMMg^mwit  and  agricultural  interests,  including  state-level  USDA  agencies. 
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statement  by  Norman  A. Berg, 
Washington  Representative 
Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society 
on  H.R.3171 
To  authorise  the  Secretary  o-f  Agricuture  to  reorganixe  the 
Department  o-f  Agriculture  and  -for  other  purposes. 

P-^esented  to  the 
Subcommittee, Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  o-f  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,U. S. House  of  Representatives. 
October  13,1993 

Mr.  Chairman, members  o-f  the  Committee,  I  am  Norm  Berg, today 
representing  the  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Soci ety (SWCS) . 
As  a  mul tidiscipl inary  membership  organization , we  advocate 
the  protection  , enhancement , and  wise  use  o-f  soi  I  ,  water  ,and 
related  natural  resources. SWCS  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  present  cur  views  regarding  the  "Department  o-f  Agricul- 
ture Reorganization  Act  o-f  1993". H.  R.  3171  ,  introduced  on 
September  29,1993  by  Chairman  DE  La  Garza  (-for  himsel-f  and 
seventeen  other  members, all  by  request) I  believe  duplicates 
the  draft  legislative  proposal  sent  to  the  Honorable  Thomas 
S.Foley, Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. Recognizing 
the  broad  scope  of  this  proposal, and  the  expertise  needed  to 
comment, the  Society  has  limited  testimony  to  Title  IV-Natural 
Resources  and  Environment (Sec. 401 . Natural  Resources  Conser — 
vation  Service)and  Title  I-Farm  and  International  Trade 
Services (Sec. 102. Farm  Service  Agency)and  Title  VI-Research, 
Economics  and  Education (Sec. 601 . Agricultural  Research  and 
Education  and  Sec. 602. Agricultural  Economics  Service). 

We  have  attached  a  letter  to  the  House  and  Senate  Committees 
with  jursidiction  over  USDA  activities  and  organization. Also, 
attached  are  six  principles  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
for  SWCS. These  were  formulated  and  distributed  prior  to  the 
drafting  of  the  bill  sent  to  Congress.  We  are  pleased  to  see 
how  compatible  the  proposed  bill  is  with  those  principles  as 
drafted  in  Titles  I, IV, and  VI  of  the  Administrations  bill. 

We  strongly  support  a  key  miss ion: Conser vat ion  and  Environ- 
ment by  creating  a  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
(NRCS)by  combining  the  Soil  Conservation  Service (SCS) and  the 
several  conservation  cost-share  programs  of  the  current  ASCS. 
This  proposal  to  move  ASCS  conservation  programs  to  the  new 
NRCS,a  concept  discussed  before, gives  that  agency, under  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment , the 
full  range  of  policy  and  program  tools  needed  to  carry  out 
its  broad  mandate  to  work  with  farmers  and  keep  agricultural- 
related  soil  and  water  conservation  problems  to  a  minimum. 
USDA  needs  to  be  organized  to  meet  a  broad  array  of  conserva- 
tion responsibilities  in  a  cozsrdinated  and  effective  manner. 

We  also  support  the  authorization  for  the  Secretary  to  form 
the  Farm  Service  Agency, to  establish  the  Agricultural  Re- 
search and  Education  Service, and  the  Agricultural  Economic 
Service.lt  is  timely  to  improve  USDA  service  to  all  clients. 
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As  stated  by  Chairman  Patrick  Leahy  at  their  hearing  a  week 
ago,"I-f  restructuring  of  USDA  is  done  properly,  it  will  mean 

better  service  -for  all  who  rely  on  USDA Our  aim  is  to 

improve  USDA 1  am  committed  to  reorganization  o-f  the 

Department  o-f  Agriculture". 

The  general  public, right  or  wrong, has  adopted  the  attitude 
that  the  present  USDA  needs"right  sizing '. Recent  action  by 
the  Secretary  advising  agencies  that  he  decided  it  is  prudent 
to  proceed  with  implementation  of  the  Field  Service  Centers 
only  after  legislation  necessary  for  realignment  of  mission 
and  reorganization  of  the  Washington  headquarters  is  adopted 
is  to  be  commended. Provi di ng  for "one— stop  shopping "has  been 
an  objective  of  USDA  for  many  years. However , the  concern  in 
the  USDA  delivery  network  about  the  impact  of  streamlining 
and  reinventing  government  on  field-based  jobs, and  the  lives 
cf  those  who  sars's  is  real .  Earl  ier ,  we  heard  these  actions 
would  be  phased  in  over  a  longer  time, perhaps  five  years. 

We  support  production  adjustment  and  related  loan  programs 
being  administered  separately  from  natural  resource  conser 
vation  programs. However , this  requires  co-location  of  key 
agencies  and  common  support  services  to  properly  serve  USDA 
constituents. There  should  be  detailed  written  agreements  by 
each  field-based  agency  as  to  the  proper  role  of  each  one. 

We  support  a  viable  research  program, coupled  with  effective 
technology  transfer  capability  as  an  essential  component  of 
any  restructuring. The  nonfederal  activities  of  the  present 
Cooperative  Extension  and  the  Cooperative  Research  Services 
will  need  thoughtful  implementation  at  the  stats  level. 

We  support, as  drafted, an  Agricultural  Economics  Service  and 
the  separate  National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service. 

Finally, we  support  the  proposal  to  have  one  USDA  agency  that 
would  have  the  responsibility  for  all  conservation  programs, 
except  those  administered  by  the  U.S.Forest  Service. The  re- 
named Soil  Conservation  Service (SCS) , as  a  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service (NRCS) , as  a  new  agency  after  sixty  years 
of  excellent  work, will  be  supported  by  all  who  do  know  SCS, 
and  the  proven  relations  with  nonfederal  governments, and 
land  and  water,  users  in  the  nations  conservation  districts. 

The  conservation  and  environmental  issues  that  loom  ahead, as 
Congress  reauthorizes  the  Clean  Water  Act, prepares  for  the 
next  Farm  Bill, and  a  host  of  other  demanding  matters  that 
seek  solutions, wi 1 1  be  best  met  when  a  reorganized  USDA  is 
in  place  and  functioning. We  urge  timely  action  on  H.R.3171. 

The  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society  has  many  members  who 
are  c&resr   conservationists. They  will  continue  to  monitor 
the  progress  of  this  legislation  as  they  may  be  impacted  in 
some  manner  sooner  or  later. SWCS  appreciates  the  time  you 
have  given  us. We  will  help  you  in  any  way  deemed  proper. 

(Actachmencs  follow:) 
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To  advocate  the  protec.on.  enhancement,  and  wise  use 
of  soil,  waiar.  and  related  natural  resources 

SOIL* 

Ah©  WMER  7515  Northeast  Ankeny  Road 

CONSERVATION  Ankeny-  'o*a  50021-9764 

cXr  ICTV  Telephone  (515)  289-2331 

iUV-ICI  1  FAX  (515)  289-1227 

October  8,  1993 


The  Honorable  Patrick  Leahy,  Chairman 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Nutrition  and  Forestry 
Russell  Building,  Room  328-A 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society  is  pleased  to 
respond  to  your  request  for  additional  comments  during  the 
October  6  hearing  on  Secretary  Mike  Espy's  proposal  to  reorganize 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Our  Society  applauds  Secretary  Espy's  efforts  to  reorganize 
USDA  as  a  means  of  creating  a  more  customer-friendly  and 
economically  efficient  department.   Over  the  years,  USDA  has  been 
among  our  nation's  more  effective  governmental  institutions,  but 
every  element  of  federal  government  ought  to  be  scrutinized 
periodically  to  ensure  efficiency  and  relevancy  in  both 
organization  and  operation. 

We  have  studied  carefully  the  proposed  Department  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993  that  was  transmitted  to 
the  Congress  recently  by  Secretary  Espy,  and  we  fully  support 
that  proposal  as  submitted.   One-stop  shopping  for  USDA  clients 
in  a  Farm  Service  Agency  office,  provided  for  in  Title  I,  is' 
clearly  an  idea  whose  time  has  come,  not  only  in  terms  of  the 
convenience  it  may  offer  those  clients,  but  also  in  terms  of  the 
efficiencies  that  such  an  arrangement  can  achieve.  We  also 
appreciate  the  emphasis  in  Section  103  of  this  title  on  providing 
for  and  encouraging  the  use  of  soil-conserving  and  soil- 
rebuilding  practices. 

SWCS  likewise  vigorously  supports  Title  IV  of  the  act  as 
written.   Creation  of  a  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 
within  USDA  gives  environmental  management  functions  the  priority 
they  surely  deserve  in  this  day  and  age.   Environmental  issues 
are,  in  large  part,  driving  the  agricultural  policy  agenda  in 
this  country  today,  and  it  is  essential  that  USDA  organize  in  a 
way  that  will  allow  the  department  to  effectively  address  those 
issues.   Consolidating  the  responsibilities  traditionally  handled 
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by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  with  such  other  responsibilities 
as  conservation  cost-sharing  is  a  logical  first  step  in 
accomplishing  this  goal.   The  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Agency  must  be  an  integral  component  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
field  office  structure  because  of  the  technical  assistance 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Agency  personnel  will  provide  to 
USDA  clients  in  the  countryside.   At  the  same  time,  there  are 
many  important  responsibilities  for  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Agency  to  assume  that  demand  its  independence  from 
the  Farm  Service  Agency.   These  include  such  responsibilities  as 
service  to  a  whole  host  of  nonfarro  constituencies,  conduct  of  the 
National  Resources  Inventory  and  similar  assessments, 
continuation  of  the  National  Cooperative  Soil  Survey  program,  and 
the  like. 

SWCS  also  supports  the  maintenance  of  an  aggressive  research 
and  extension  component  within  USDA,  on  both  the  physical  and 
social  sciences.   Much  remains  to  be  done  to  facilitate  the 
adoption  of  sustainable  agricultural  systems  by  our  nation's 
farmers  and,  in  the  process,  to  keep  our  agricultural  sector 
among  the  most  competitive  and  environmentally  responsible  in  the 
world.   That  will  be  a  critical  focus  of  USDA  research  and  action 
agencies  alike  in  the  years  ahead. 

For  your  further  information,  we  are  enclosing  a  copy  of  the 
principles  for  USDA  reorganization  that  the  SWCS  Board  of 
Directors  adopted  earlier  this  year.   As  you  will  note.  Secretary 
Espy's  proposal  conforms  closely  with  what  we  recoimnended  at  that 
time.  / 

Sincerelj 


Mike  Espy 
Richard  Rominger 
Janes  Lyons 
Gene  Moos 
R.  Dean  Plowman 


Douglas  M.  Kleine 
Executive  Vice  President 
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PENDING  REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

A  Policy  Position  By  Tbe 

Soil  And  Water  Conservation  Society 

The  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Society  applauds  efforts  Co  reorganize  USDA  as  a  means  of  achieving 
greater  economic  efficiencies  and  providing  for  one-stop  'shopping'  at  USDA  field  offices  by  farmers, 
ranchers,  and  other  clients.   SWCS  also  believes  strongly  that  the  conservation  of  soil,  water,  and  related 
natural  resources  chat  underpin  our  nation's  agricultural  economy  is  an  essential  part  of  the  service 
provided  by  USDA  to  tbe  public  at  large  and  to  the  department's  client  groups.   SWCS  thus  urges  that 
the  following  principles  guide  decisions  regarding  the  reorganization  of  USDA: 

1.  Reorganization  must  proceed  directly  from  a  clearly  defined  departmental  mission 
statement  that  accommodates  the  idea  of  profitably  producing  an  adequate,  safe,  and 
healthy  food  supply  via  the  sustainable  use  of  soil,  water,  and  related  natural  resources. 
This  implies  a  strong,  adequately  funded  conservation  focus  that  is  responsive  to  the 
needs  of  the  nation's  farmers,  ranchers,  and  other  private  landholders  seeking  to  manage 
their  land  in  an  environmentally  responsible  way. 

2.  Production  adjustment  and  related  loan  programs  should  be  administered  separately  from  natural 
resource  conservation  programs.   Conservation  programs  within  USDA,  other  than  those 
programs  administered  by  the  Forest  Service,  should  be  consolidated  into  one  independent 
natural  resource  agency.   The  conservation  programs  administered  by  this  independent  agency 
and  the  Forest  Service  should  be  the  administrative  responsibility  of  a  single  assistant  secretary 
or  under  secretary. 

3.  Existing  partnerships  (including  state  and  local  interests)  used  to  deliver  conservation  services  to 
farmers,  ranchers,  and  other  USDA  clienu  should  be  respected  and  used  to  the  extent  possible, 
given  certain  performance  expectations,  in  a  reorganized  USDA.  Those  delivery  systems  should 
increase  reliance  on  state  and  local  governments,  and  support  for  those  systems  should  come  in 
the  form  of  added  personnel,  training,  and  other  programs  that  strengthen  the  partnership  and 
eliminate  duplication  of  effort  both  within  and  among  levels  of  government. 

4.  Adequately  staffed,  co- located  field  offices  of  USDA  agencies  would  allow  for  the  efficient 
delivery  of  services  at  the  local  level  in  a  much  more  client-friendly  way,  but  co-location  of 
field  offices  and  the  efficient  delivery  of  services  need  not  require  a  consolidation  of 
conservation  and  commodity  agencies.  Shared  administrative  and  related  services  in  these  co- 
located  offices,  as  well  as  interactive  computer  systems,  would  not  only  improve  economic 
efficiency  but  also  simplify  the  administration  of  intersecting  programs,  such  as  conservation 
compliance. 

5.  USDA,  through  its  natural  resource  agency,  should  retain  leadership  for  nonpoint-source 
pollution  control  efforts,  particubrly  those  dealing  with  problems  emanating  on  agricultural 
land;  strive  to  resolve,  on  a  concinuing  basis,  natural  resource  management  problems  in  urban 
and  suburban  areas,  including  the  reCention  of  prime  and  unique  farmland;  and  continue  to 
assume  the  lead  role  in  determining  the  extent  and  condicion  of  the  nation's  soil,  water,  and 
related  natural  resources  on  private  land,  if  not  public  land  as  well,  and  how  those  resources  are 
used  (via  the  National  Resources  Inventory  and  National  Cooperative  Soil  Survey,  for  example). 

6.  An  aggressive,  viable  research  program,  coupled  wich  an  effective  technology  transfer 
capability,  is  an  essential  component  of  USDA,  not  only  for  what  it  can  do  to  provide  sound, 
timely  ioformatioo  to  policymakers,  but  also  for  what  it  can  offer  farmers,  ranchers,  and  other 
USDA  clients  in  the  way  of  useful  environmental  management  information.   This  research 
program  must  focus  as  much  on  che  social  sciences  as  on  the  physical  sciences. 
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Chairman  Stenholm  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  Ralph  Grossi, 
President  of  the  American  Farmland  Trust  AFT  is  a  national  conservation 
organization  with  nearly  20,000  members  and  supporters  nationwide.  It  is  devoted 
to  protecting  the  nation's  best  farmland  from  unnecessary  development  and  to 
promoting  sustainable  farming  systems  that  are  profitable,  practical  and 
environmentally  sensitive.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  USDA 
reorganization. 

I  have  some  practical  experience  with  USDA  because  I  am  also  a  third- 
generation  farmer.  My  family  and  I  have  benefitted  from  the  extensive  technical  and 
financial  services  available  through  USDA  in  my  county  in  California.  I  know  first 
hand  how  valuable  the  services  of  our  local  ASCS,  FmHA  and  SCS  staff  can  be.  It 
is  important  that  these  services  remain  available  to  the  farming  community  and  that 
they  respond  to  the  new  environmental  challenges  facing  production  agriculture. 

Today,  consumers  expect  more  from  the  American  farmer  than  just  the 
production  of  abundant,  affordable,  healthy  food.  While  many  take  this  for  granted, 
they  also  expect  the  farmer  to  "produce  conservation"  --  of  soil,  watersheds,  wildlife, 
prime  farmland,  wetlands  and  more.  To  help  fanners  meet  society's  new 
expectations,  it  is  critical  that  USDA  play  an  active  role  in  achieving  conservation 
goals. 

AFT  supports  the  Administration's  efforts  to  reorganize  USDA.  We  are 
especially  pleased  with  the  emphasis  on  conservation  and  environmental  protection 
in  its  proposed  reorganization.  Three  features  --  (1)  maintaining  the  position  of 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources,  (2)  combining  the  ASCS  conservation 
cost-share  programs  with  Soil  Conservation  Service  in  a  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service  (NRCS),  and  (3)  going  forward  with  the  Office  of 
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Agricultural   Environmental  Quality,   as   authorized  by   Congress  --   will   help 
institutionalize  the  sustainable  use  of  agricultural  resources  within  USDA. 

The  formation  of  the  NRCS  should  improve  the  delivery  of  conservation 
services  by  uniting  planning  and  financing  functions.  It  should  reduce  paperwork  and 
the  number  of  USDA  personnel  farmers  must  deal  with.  And  it  should  improve  the 
quality  of  conservation  work  in  the  field  by  making  it  easier  to  target  available 
cost-share  money  to  alleviate  the  most  critical  resource  problems.  Along  with  the 
Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality,  it  should  better  enable  USDA  to  help 
farmers  respond  to  public  concern  about  agriculture's  impact  on  the  environment 
Unless  USDA  is  able  to  fulfill  this  role,  there  is  a  risk  that  some  other  agency  may 
have  to  do  so. 

We  also  applaud  the  Secretary's  proposal  to  combine  ASCS  and  FmHA  into 
the  Farm  Services  Agency  (PSA),  providing  farmers  with  a  single  agency  to  visit  for 
commodity  programs,  loans,  and  crop  insurance.  We  envision  these  two  new 
agencies  working  closely  together  as  co-equals  to  help  fanners  meet  society's  needs 
for  food  and  a  quality  environment 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  that  the  reorganization  of 
USDA  should  help  it  respond  to  future  challenges,  not  just  reflect  its  historical 
responsibilities.  Office  closings  and  consoUdation,  for  example,  should  be  carefully 
weighed  with  this  objective  in  mind.  In  particular,  we  urge  Secretary  Espy  and  the 
Department  to  pay  particular  attention  to  the  needs  of  farmers  near  expanding  urban 


Earlier  this  year,  American  Farmland  Trust  released  an  analysis  of  U.S. 
government  agriculture  and  population  census  data  showing  that  56  percent  of  all 
farm  product  sales  in  the  U.S.  -  including  79  percent  of  dairy  and  more  than  86 
percent  of  domestic  fruit  and  vegetables  ~  come  from  counties  adjacent  to  cities. 
Farmers  in  these  areas  must  cope  with  all  the  environmental  challenges  of  farmers 
everywhere  else,  plus  the  ultimate  challenge  of  trying  to  practice  commercial 
agriculture  next  door  to  expanding  suburbs.  These  farmers  are  agriculture's 
"ambassador"  to  urban  America.  Their  operations  have  the  greatest  direct  impact 
on  the  American  public,  for  example  in  the  off-site  costs  of  soil  erosion.  And  they 
will  need  special  help  from  USDA  to  sustain  their  operations  while  protecting  the 
environment 

Again,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  and  commend  this  Committee 
and  the  Adminstration  for  their  leadership  in  reinventing  USDA. 

(At  tachment    follows : ) 
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Honorable  Kika  de  la  Garza 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C.  205154315 

Dear  Representative  de  la  Garza: 

On  September  7,  1993,  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Mike  Espy  unveiled  Team  USDA" 
as  the  agriculture  component  of  President  Clinton's  plan  to  reinvent  government  In  doing 
so,  the  Secretary  fulfilled  his  confirmation  hearing  promise  to  carefully  evaluate  USDA  and 
to  reform  it  from  the  top  down  to  meet  President  Lincobi's  mandate  for  a  "people's 
department". 

One  of  the  most  significant  steps  toward  re-establishing  the  "people's  depiirtment"  is 
the  new  emphasis  in  the  USDA  plan  on  conservation  programs  to  protect  America's 
environment,  a  goal  that  enjoys  widespread  and  increasing  public  support  This  emphasis 
on  conservation  is  embodied  in  the  creation  of  the  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service,  which  would  combine  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  with  ASCS  conservation  cost 
share  programs. 

The  establishment  of  a  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  along  with  a  USDA 
Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality,  will  elevate  the  importance  of  natural  resources 
to  USDA's  mission.  It  will  allow  more  attention  to  be  focused  on  practical  solutions  to  the 
environmental  challenges  facing  the  agricultural  industry,  helping  it  become  more  sustainable 
in  its  use  of  resources. 

While  the  creation  of  a  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  will  help  the  nation's 
farmers  meet  increasing  environmental  challenges,  it  will  also  fi-ee  USDA  to  address  their 
economic  needs  in  a  more  efficient  manner  through  the  consolidation  of  ASCS  commodity 
programs,  FmHA  credit  functions  and  crop  insurance  into  a  single  Farm  Services  Agency. 

A  prosperous  agriculture  that  protects  the  environment  as  it  feeds  America  and  the 
world  is  a  goal  shared  by  our  organizations  and  their  millions  of  members.  We,  therefore, 
strongly  urge  you  to  support  Secretary  Espy's  plan  to  create  a  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service,  Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality,  and  Forest  Service  under 
the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment,  as  part  of  a  reorganized 
USDA. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(see  next  page) 


N.\TioN.\L  Office 

1920  N  Stre«.  N\V     Suite  400     Washington,  D.C.  20036 
Tel;  (202)  659-5170     Fax;  (202)  659-8339 
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Audubon  Society 


//ML 


Neil  Sampson 
Executive  Vice  President 
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Garth  Youngberg,  rn.O. 
Executive  Director 
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Douglas  M.  Kleine 

Executive  Vice  President 
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Donald  McKenzie 
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Ferd  Hoefner 

Washington  Representative 
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October  13,  1993 


Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  here  today  about  the  future  organization  and  direction  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agricuhure. 

The  National  Turkey  Federation  represents  95  percent  of  the  U.S.  turkey  industry, 
including  processors,  growers,  breeders  and  hatchery  owners.  NTF  is  the  only  national  trade 
association  representing  the  turkey  industry  exclusively,  and  our  members  are  keenly 
interested  in  the  Agriculture  Department's  future. 

USDA  obviously  has  a  greater  impact  on  the  turkey  industry  and  its  profitability  than 
any  other  government  agency.  Inspectors  from  USDA's  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 
inspect  every  bird  our  industry  processes,  determining  which  make  their  way  into  the  nation's 
food  supply  and  which  do  not.  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  graders  judge  the  quality  of 
our  turkeys.  Other  AMS  personnel  determine  the  type  and  quantity  of  turkey  products  that 
are  diverted  into  government  feeding  programs.  Soil  Conservation  Service  officials  are 
playing  an  increasingly  important  role  in  helping  industry  growers  protect  the  environment 
around  their  property.  The  list  of  USDA  agencies  that  affect  our  industry  at  times  seems 
endless. 
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That  is  why  it  is  vitally  important  to  our  members  that  USDA  is  organized  in  a  fashion 
that  allows  it  to  deliver  services  efficiently,  to  regulate  effectively  where  necessary  and  to 
ensure  an  environment  in  which  our  industry  -  and  others  like  ours  --  can  continue  to 
provide  Americans  with  a  wholesome,  nutritious  product  at  a  reasonable  cost. 

NTF  supports  the  intent  behind  Secretary  Espy's  re-organization  effort.  It  is  clear  the 
secretary  is  attempting  to  create  an  agency  that  is  ready  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  21st 
century  and  that  will  be  responsive  to  the  needs  of  individual  farmers  and  to  the  needs  of 
everyone  involved  in  agricultural  production. 

Generally,  NTF  supports  the  recommendations  made  by  the  secretary  on  September 
7.  We  will  limit  our  comments  and  suggestions  today  to  those  areas  where  we  believe 
re-organization  will  have  the  greatest  and  most  direct  impact  on  the  turkey  industry. 

USDA's  Role  in  Poultry  and  Meat  Inspection 

NTF  believes  there  is  no  agency  in  the  federal  government  as  well  equipped  to  inspect 
poultry  and  meat  as  USDA  and  its  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service.  USDA  has  been 
responsible  for  inspecting  the  nation's  meat  supply  since  1906,  and  it  has  played  a  critical 
role  in  developing  a  food  supply  that  is  the  safest  in  the  world. 

It  is  important  to  remember  that  USDA's  original  charge  from  Congress  was  to  insure 
that  diseased  animals  and  adulterated  product  did  not  find  their  way  into  the  nation's  food 
supply.  The  department's  success  in  this  area  is  remarkable.  Now,  as  the  poultry  and  meat 
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supply  faces  new  challenges  from  microbiological  contamination,  USDA  and  FSIS  are 
gearing  up  to  meet  these  challenges  by  overhauling  and  modernizing  the  inspection  process. 

NTF  opposes  the  National  Performance  Review's  recommendation  to  move  poultry  and 
meat  inspection  from  FSIS  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  and  we  commend 
Secretary  Espy  for  resisting  the  NPR  recommendation.  We  also  oppose  legislation  that 
would  consolidate  all  food  inspection  into  a  single,  new  independent  agency.  There  are 
several  reasons  for  our  opposition. 

First,  there  is  a  critical  difference  between  the  way  FSIS  inspects  poultry  and  meat 
products  and  the  way  FDA  inspects  processed  food.  FSIS  inspection  is  continuous.  AU 
poultry,  cattle  and  swine  slaughtered  for  food  in  the  United  States  is  inspected  by  FSIS 
before  entering  the  food  supply.  FDA  inspection  is  non-continuous,  and  many  plants  go 
years  without  seeing  an  FDA  inspector  on  their  premises.  As  a  result,  FDA  lacks  the 
persoimel  and  the  expertise  to  inspect  the  nation's  poultry  and  meat  supply  adequately. 

Second,  the  threat  of  microbiological  contamination  can  be  contained  successfully  only 
by  implementing  programs  that  begin  on  the  farm  and  continue  all  the  way  to  the  dinner 
table.  The  agency  that  implements  this  farm-to-table  inspection  program  must  have 
extensive  knowledge  of  production  agriculture  methods  and  a  proven  ability  to  communicate 
safe  food  handling  techniques  to  the  public.  USDA  clearly  is  the  only  federal  department 
with  a  complete  understanding  of  production  agriculture,  and  through  its  Cooperative 
Extension  Service  it  has  been  educating  the  public  about  safe  food  handling  for  more  than 
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half  a  century.  Again,  FDA  has  no  similar  expertise. 

Finally,  FSIS  is  the  only  government  agency  with  a  pro-active  plan  to  improve  the 
microbiological  profile  of  the  poultry  and  meat  supply.  Secretary  Espy  and  FSIS 
Administrator  Dr.  Russell  Cross  have  devised  a  two-track  system  that  will  modernize  the  way 
poultry  and  meat  is  inspected  in  the  United  States.  As  the  members  of  this  subcommittee 
know,  FSIS  already  has  begun  implementing  parts  of  the  plan. 

Neither  FDA  nor  any  other  government  agency  have  a  similar  plan  in  place.  If  poultry 
and  meat  inspection  is  moved  to  FDA,  it  is  likely  the  process  of  modernization  will  be 
slowed,  perhaps  even  derailed.  It  is  not  unreasonable  to  assume  such  a  shift  would  create 
gaps  in  the  delivery  of  inspection  services. 

If  anything,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  a  better  case  could  be  made 
for  moving  some  of  FDA's  food  inspection  operations  to  USD  A.  That  is  another  argument 
for  another  time.  The  bottom  line  is  that  changes  are  needed  in  poultry  and  meat 
inspection,  and  USDA  has  begun  making  those  changes.  NTF  believes  Congress  should 
allow  the  agency  to  complete  the  job. 

Elevation  of  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services 

In  his  re-orgam'zation  of  the  department,  Secretary  Espy  elevated  some  positions  within 
the  department  as  a  way  to  increase  the  emphasis  on  certain  parts  of  USDA's  mission.  NTF 
believes  the  secretary's  concept  is  valid  and  that  it  should  be  extended  to  inspection  services. 
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NTF  recommends  elevating  the  position  of  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection 
Services  Undersecretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services.  The  responsibilities  of  the 
position  could  remain  unchanged,  or  they  could  be  streamlined  to  emphasize  the  inspection 
component.  Regardless  of  the  final  job  description,  we  believe  this  elevation  of  the  position 
is  essential. 

As  mentioned  earlier  in  our  testimony,  NTF  believes  no  function  at  USDA  is  more 
important  to  the  public  health  and  welfare  than  poultry  and  meat  inspection.  In  recent 
years,  the  importance  of  the  task  has  been  magnified  as  the  agency  has  sought  to  meet  new 
food  inspection  challenges.  Secretary  Espy  has  said  repeatedly  this  year  that  upgrading  and 
modernizing  inspection  is  one  of  his  top  priorities. 

Elevating  the  post  responsible  for  overseeing  inspection  to  undersecretary  would  send 
the  clearest  possible  signal  that  USDA  is  making  improvement  of  the  inspection  system  a 
centerpiece  of  its  overall  mission.  It  would  demonstrate  that  USDA  intends  to  build  on  and 
enhance  its  87-year-old  commitment  to  guaranteeing  the  American  people  wholesome 
poultry  and  meat  products. 

Other  Concerns 

Obviously,  NTFs  primary  concern  with  USDA  re-organization  is  the  role  of  poultry  and 
meat  inspection  in  the  agency.  Other  aspects  of  the  re-organization  are  of  interest  to  us  as 
well.  We  would  like  to  comment  briefly  on  one  of  those  areas. 
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NTF  generally  supports  efforts  to  eliminate  inefficiencies  and  duplication  of  services. 
We  have  a  particular  interest  in  the  secretary's  effort  to  create  a  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service.  Included  in  this  proposed  new  service  would  be  the  functions 
currently  performed  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS). 

SCS  has  a  proven  track  record  of  providing  sound  conservation  and  environmental 
advice  to  farmers  and  ranchers.  SCS  since  its  inception  has  been  responsible  for  preventing 
the  erosion  of  countless  acres  of  farmland  and  for  protecting  and  enhancing  the  quality  of 
water  in  rural  America. 

Congress  is  currently  considering  re-authorization  of  the  Qean  Water  Act,  and  early 
drafts  of  clean  water  legislation  indicate  SCS  will  be  expected  by  Congress  to  play  a 
significant  role  in  controlling  non-point  source  pollution.  If  SCS'  functions  are  to  be  melded 
into  another  USDA  agency,  it  should  be  to  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 
As  the  USDA  agency  taking  a  lead  on  conservation  and  environmental  affairs,  it  should  have 
the  overall  responsibility  for  functions  currently  j)erformed  under  the  auspices  of  SCS. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members,  I  want  to  thank  you  again  on  behalf  of  NTF  and  its  members 
for  the  opportunity  to  testify  today.  We  appreciate  your  interest  in  re-organization,  and  we 
again  would  urge  you  to  support  and  to  enhance  Secretary  Espy's  efforts  to  modernize  our 
poultry  and  meat  inspection  system  so  it  remains  a  model  for  the  rest  of  the  world  to  follow. 

I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 
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Congressman  Charles  Stenholm,  Chairman 
House  Agriculture  Subcommittee 
Department  Operations  &  Nutrition 
1301  Longworth  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-6001 

Dear  Chairman  Stenholm: 

My  name  is  Stephen  F.  Krut,  Executive  Director  of  the  Amer- 
ican Association  of  Meat  Processors  (AAMP).   Our  Association 
represents  approximately  1650  small  and  medium  size  meat  pro- 
cessing firms,  packing  houses,  wholesalers  and  distributors, 
retailers  and  related  suppliers  to  the  industry.   These  are 
primarily  family-owned  businesses  and  most  are  second  and 
third  generation  enterprises. 

AAMP  greatly  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  share  with  the 
Subcommittee  its  views  and  concerns  over  the  restructuring 
plans  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  as  announced  by 
Secretary  Mike  Espy. 

Since  our  Association  membership  is  most  affected  by  the  Food 
Safety  and  Inspection  Service,  we  will  focus  our  comments  on 
that  entity.   As  for  other  aspects  of  downsizing  USDA,  let  us 
note  that  AAMP  generally  favors  efficiently  structured  and 
responsive  government.   Neither  the  taxpayer  nor  the  agri- 
cultural community  can  afford  one  bureaucrat  for  every  person 
working  in  production. 

We've  got  a  few  suggestions  for  the  structure  and  operation 
of  FSIS  that  must  be  considered  if  the  Secretary's  promise  of 
improved  service  is  ever  to  become  a  reality.   They  are,  in 
the  order  of  importance,  communication,  communication  and 
communication.   FSIS  is  sorely  missing  the  boat  on  this  area 
to  the  point  where  its  employees  and  the  industry  it  reg- 
ulates are  becoming  demoralized,  hostile  and  increasingly 
frustrated. 

Let's  make  the  point  with  a  few  examples.  First,  take  into 
account  the  management  evaluation  study  completed  a  year  ago 
at  FSIS.  The  entire  project  was  aimed  at  improving  the  team 
spirit  of  the  agency  by  letting  those  who  must  implement  the 
rules  and  regulations  have  at  least  a  consulting  role  before 
the  rules  and  regulations  are  developed.  More  or  less  it's 
like  letting  the  soldier  in  the  trench  test  fire  a  rifle  be- 
fore mass-producing  the  arm.   It's  called,  "Let's  see  if  it 
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works  first." 


Yet  in  practice  we  have  seen  three  major  rules  and  regul- 
ations passed  in  the  first  eight  months  of  this  year  without 
any  regard  to  talking  to  the  troops  in  the  field.   The  boon- 
doggles of  the  so-called  "zero  tolerance",  mandatory  HACCP, 
and  safe-handling  labels  were  put  on  fast  tracks  for  imple- 
mentation without  consultation  with  FSIS'  own  inspectors,  or 
with  the  industry  that  had  to  spend  millions  for  efforts  at 
compliance  with  the  ever-changing  rules. 

That  absolute  lack  of  communication  seriously  undermined  the 
Secretary's  reorganizational  announcement  called  "Team  USDA 
Summary."   No  plan  of  restructuring  will  be  effective  without 
communications  to  the  regulated  and  the  regulators. 

Another  example  of  basic  flaws  in  the  efficiency  at  FSIS  came 
only  last  Friday,  October  8,  when  Secretary  Espy  released  the 
79-page  final  rule  on  "safe  handling  labels."   Information 
about  the  rule,  which  comes  on  line  this  Friday,  one  week 
later,  was  very  difficult  to  obtain.   I  placed  a  call  to  the 
USDA  Information  Office  that  morning  to  get  details  of  the 
final  rule  to  communicate  to  our  members.   They  gave  me  the 
number  for  the  special  labeling  office  where  "four  special- 
ists would  be  on  duty  to  answer  any  question."   I  called  the 
number  three  times  that  day  but  the  number  never  was  answer- 
ed.  A  busy  signal  I  could  understand,  but  an  unanswered 
phone  is  a  bit  intolerable.   Regulated  industry  deserves 
better  from  the  regulators. 

FSIS  operates  five  Regional  Offices  and  26  Area  Offices.   We 
have  seen  repeated  efforts  to  close  the  Area  Offices  for  the 
sake  of  efficiency.   FSIS  needs  to  maintain  those  Regional 
and  Area  Offices  if  it  wishes  to  operate  a  true  inspection 
program.   Rules  and  regulations  coming  from  Washington  need 
to  be  interpreted  and  understood  in  the  field.   Many  of 
those  Area  Offices  already  cover  a  three-state  field  of  op- 
erations and  are  already  spread  thin.   We  strongly  urge  that 
this  field  structure  remain  in  tact. 

We  would  like  to  identify  one  tremendous  area  of  shortcoming 
within  the  present  FSIS  structure,  an  area  that  the  new 
design  seems  to  sweep  under  the  rug.   That  area  is  the  office 
for  federal-state  relations. 

In  addition  to  the  6,500  federal  plants  under  inspection, 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  is  also  conducted  at  another 
3,000  facilities  operated  under  state  inspection.   The  27 
states  that  operate  these  programs  pay  one-half  the  cost  for 
inspection  and  the  balance  is  paid  by  USDA.   These  states 
also  cover  another  1500  custom-exempt  plants  quarterly. 
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In  terms  of  dollars,  only  lOZ  of  the  FSIS  budget  is  used  to 
cover  Inspection  of  these  3,000  plants.   Yet  we  hear  of 
designs  to  downsize  and  downgrade  the  federal-state  relations 
office  which  has  a  staff  of  three,  including  a  director,  an 
analyst  and  secretary.   This  office  should  at  least  be  up- 
graded to  add  an  assistant  director. 

Using  the  same  regulation  referred  to  earlier ...  safe  handling 
labels... the  directors  of  the  state  inspection  programs,  who 
face  the  same  deadline  of  this  Friday  for  compliance,  were 
victims  of  the  most  atrocious  communications  disregard  we 
have  witnessed. 

They  were  never  consulted  about  the  concept,  never  asked 
about  the  practicality  of  the  interim  final  rule  or  the  final 
rule,  and  must  follow  orders  for  compliance  or  risk  losing 
their  state  programs.   Yet,  there  was  no  provision  for  this 
additional  compliance  cost  in  their  already  on-line  budgets. 

Putting  this  into  perspective,  the  FSIS  provides  a  staff  of 
50  for  certification  and  inspection  of  imported  products.   By 
comparison,  the  Food  &  Drug  Administration  has  a  staff  of  20 
persons  in  its  state  relations  office. 

More  sadly,  not  only  is  this  FSIS  office  woefully  understaff- 
ed and  rumored  to  be  taking  on  other  outside  duties,  but 
there  is  a  history  at  USDA  of  treating  these  27  inspection 
partners  like  poor  step-children.   They  are  not  consulted  on 
policy  items,  nor  asked  for  their  opinions.   Have  any  in- 
vitations gone  out  to  them  for  an  open  discussion  about  the 
Track  II  inspection  concept?   We  regret  they  have  not.  Have 
any  state-inspected  plants  been  used  in  the  pilot  plant 
studies  for  mandatory  HACCP?   The  answer  is  no. 

Ve  see  an  Administration  that  spends  countless  resources 
pushing  for  approval  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agree- 
ment, but  ignores  the  plight  of  3,000  plants,  inspected  on  an 
"equal  to"  USDA  basis... and  certified  by  FSIS  as  to  that  fact 
...which  are  not  allowed  to  sell  their  products  across  state 
lines.   Indeed,  many  of  these  plants  are  not  allowed  to  sell 
their  products  less  than  one  mile  away,  across  a  highway,  or 
in  their  own  natural  marketing  area.   This  Administration 
needs  to  commit  resources  to  this  3,000-plant  inspection 
team. 

FSIS  should  at  least  provide  training  for  these  state  in- 
spectors at  its  central  facility  in  Texas,  rather  than  to 
have  each  state  develop  and  operate  separate  training  pro- 
grams and  facilities  at  added  costs.   This  would  lend  valu- 
able consistency  and  uniformity  to  the  inspection  program. 

AAMP  believes  the  United  States  enjoys  one  of  the  safest  sup- 
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plies  of  meat  and  poultry  in  the  world.   The  system  is  not 
perfect,  but  it  works  well.   We  expect  our  food  supply  to  be 
safe,  and  our  automobiles  to  be  safe.   But  no  one  would  dare 
to  suggest  that  all  cars  should  be  guaranteed  never  to  crash. 
Some  people  don't  take  care  of  their  brakes,  or  fix  a  broken 
taillight  and  that  can  cause  a  crash.   But  we  have  a  public 
perception  that  meat  and  poultry  can  be  abused  and  that  it 
should  still  be  safe  no  matter  how  it  was  mishandled  by  the 
consumer . 

Our  meat  and  poultry  supply  is  very  reasonably  safe  because 
of  the  intensive  inspection  not  only  of  the  product,  but  of 
the  facilities  used  to  produce  it,  the  equipment  and  the  pro- 
cesses.  Even  labels  must  be  approved  in  advance. 

There  has  been  a  recommendation  by  Vice  President  Al  Gore 
that  since  someone  "discovered  germs",  we  should  scrap  the 
FSIS  system  of  inspection  and  give  it  to  the  FDA.   That  would 
be  the  most  disasterous  thing  that  anyone  with  an  abiding 
concern  for  food  safety  could  imagine. 

Not  only  does  the  FDA  not  have  intensive  inspection. .. indeed , 
some  plants  under  FDA  jurisdiction  have  never  been  inspected 
...it  doesn't  have  standards  for  inspection.   It  has  neither 
the  personnel,  the  tradition,  nor  the  experience  to  do  the 
job.   FDA  doesn't  know  meat  from  hard  rock  candy  and  it  would 
be  dangerous  to  turn  inspection  over  to  an  agency  where  they 
would  inspect  under  the  unproven  HACCP  concept. 

AAMP  supports  HACCP  and  encourages  voluntary  efforts  in  that 
area.   But  to  scrap  a  proven  system  for  one  whose  cost  is  un- 
known and  whose  benefits  in  improved  food  safety  are  unknown 
would  be  foolish.   If  HACCP  were  to  be  imposed  over  the 
present  meat  and  poultry  inspection  program,  would  the  cost 
allow  any  small  plants  to  survive? 

Our  point  is  not  to  knock  HACCP,  but  rather  to  point  out  the 
folly  of  going  from  a  proven  inspection  system  to  one  where 
the  results  of  pilot  plant  studies  haven't  been  released. 
HACCP  seems  to  be  the  abiding  inspection  philosophy  at  FDA. 

We  support  the  incorporation  of  all  food  inspection,  includ- 
ing meat  and  poultry,  into  a  single  federal  agency.   That 
agency  should  be  USDA  or  a  new  entity  entirely. 

Our  meat  and  poultry  industry  has  lost  at  least  5%  of  its 
plants  each  year  for  the  past  four  years.   Sure,  some  of  that 
is  the  economy.   But  every  day  I  am  on  the  phone  talking  with 
hard-working  men  and  women  in  our  industry  who  suffer  a  frus- 
tration that  brings  many  to  tears. 

These  folks  spend  thousands  of  dollars  each  year  to  comply 
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with  the  "free  inspection"  they  get.   New  equipment,  new 
walls,  new  labels,  new  plant  improvements  are  the  order  of 
the  day,  nearly  every  day.   They  can't  complain  or  they  get  a 
retaliatory  action  from  their  inspector  that  will  cost  them 
even  more.   It's  a  system  where  justice  is  broken. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  one  Mid-western  plant  that  has 
operated  under  inspection  for  30  years.   It  is  an  older 
plant,  but  one  that  has  kept  up  with  every  order  for  change 
from  USDA  for  three  decades.   Now  the  owner  wants  to  retire 
and,  unlike  many  others,  has  a  buyer  for  the  plant.   However, 
the  USDA  will  require  thousands  of  dollars  in  plant  improve- 
ments before  the  new  owner  could  begin  operating.   That  is 
like  a  banker  taking  someone's  money  for  years,  and  then 
telling  the  depositor  that  what  they  thought  was  there  really 
isn't. 

This  is  kindred  to  stealing  someone's  retirement  or  inherit- 
ance for  their  children.   We  hear  these  plant  operators  tell- 
ing their  children  to  go  elsewhere  and  not  get  involved  in 
the  family  business,  to  find  a  trade  where  there  is  justice. 
To  go  elsewhere  and  avoid  the  frustration. 

Several  of  our  members  have  even  commented  that  maybe  we 
should  put  meat  and  poultry  under  FDA  since  they  have  no 
inspection  program.   That,  they  suggest,  could  save  them 
tens  of  thousands  of  dollars.   But  their  sense  of  respon- 
sibility for  the  quality  of  their  product  doesn't  let  them 
seriously  ask  for  that  cheap  way  out. 

That's  why  it's  ludicrous  when  some  say  USDA  should  get  out 
of  the  inspection  business  because  there  is  a  conflict  of 
interest  with  the  industry  they  regulate.   Meat  and  poultry 
plants  are  not  subsidized  by  government  dollars.   No  one  has 
ever  asked  for  such  favored  status. 

But  if  we  desire  to  achieving  the  highest  possible  level  of 
safety  of  our  meat  and  poultry  supply,  we  need  to  extend  the 
mission  of  USDA  to  include  training  or  at  least  minimum 
safety  certification  for  all  who  sell,  prepare  or  otherwise 
handle  our  products.   That's  why  Congress  should  take  a 
serious  look  at  the  forthcoming  report  on  what  products 
should  be  exempt  from  inspection  and  which  should  not,  and 
which  types  of  businesses  should  be  exempt  from  inspection 
and  which  should  not.   Our  inspection  must  be  based  on  risk, 
and  it  makes  little  sense  when  an  exempt  wholesale  club 
produces  and  sells  hundreds  of  times  more  meat  and  poultry 
products  than  an  inspected  plant,  but  is  never  called  upon  by 
an  inspector  from  any  agency  of  government. 

We,  in  truth,  are  overregulating  the  regulated  to  death,  and 
looking  the  other  way  when  those  who  operate  in  unregulated 
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competition  grow  at  their  expense.   The  new  agency  for  ins- 
pection must  have  reasonable  safety  for  all  food  as  its 
primary  mission.   The  available  resources  to  operate  the 
program  must  be  spread  where  the  risks  lie.   The  last  thing 
we  need  is  the  FDA  inspection  approach  of  waiting  until  some- 
one gets  sick  or  dies  and  then  beginning  the  punishment. 

Back  in  hometown  America  we  still  believe  that  prevention  is 
the  best  cure.   FSIS  has  done  the  job  and  can  do  the  job  even 
better.   It  should  be  accorded  the  opportunity  to  continue 
the  announced  approach  to  streamlining  and  other  food  regu- 
latory activity  should  be  patterned  on  an  approve-it-f irst, 
make-it-second  basis. 

Thank  you  again  for  the  chance  to  share  our  position  with  you 
and  the  esteemed  members  of  the  Subcommittee. 


Sincerely, 


Stephen  F.  Krut 
Executive  Director 


cc:   Larry  Schubert,  President 
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August  17,  1393 


Dear  Fellou  tlembfirs, 


As  President  of  The  Neuj  England  Heat  and  Food  ProcrBSSors  it 
is  uJith  great  concern  that  1  feel  I  must  write  this  letter. 
I  have  heard  from  many  of  the  slaughter  houses  which  are 
under  the  eye  of  the  new  inspection  team  out  of  the  Boston 
office.   It  has  become  quite  obvious  that  the  tactics  of 
review  and  inspection  have  severely  changed  in  the  past  few 
months.   The  new  key  words  are  "your  inspection  is 
withdrawn".   This  is  the  attitude  of  Inspectors  and  Senior 
Inspectors  after  daily  visits  to  our  plants.   The  fact  is 
that  past  inspections  may  not  have  been  done  properly  but  the 
small  businesses  will  he  the  ones  to  pay  for  the  government's 
past  mistakes. 

The  present  Administration  seems  to  have  an  attitude  that  the 
small  plants  are  the  ENEriY  and  their  better  plan  is  to  shut 
them  down.   That  there  business  may  fail  because  of  this 
action  seems  inconsequential  to  them. 

Inspectors  have  been  told  that  we,  small  plants,  are  their 
enemy  and  NEUER  say  we  will  work  with  you.   This  is  a  sorru 
state  of  affairs.   The  small  meat  processor  is  not  the  enemy. 
Ue  have  been  given  no  guidelines  by  the  Boston  Regional 
Office  except  that  "things  are  going  to  change"  and  "your 
inspection  is  withdrawn".   This  is  what  is  happening  in  the 
slaughter  houses  and  you  may  be  assured  that  it  will  happen 
throughout  the  meat  industry  unless  we  organize  and  work 
together . 

I  attended  the  American  Association  of  neat  Processors,  AAfiP, 
Convention  along  with  rir .  E.B.  tlucke  and  Bob  Rosol  at  the  end 
of  July.   Mr.  nucke  was  elected  as  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Directors  to  represent  the  the  1th  District  which  includes 
all  of  New  England.   As  we  talked  with  people  at  the 
convention  it  became  obvious  that  the  problem  we  have  in  this 
area  is  a  direct  result  of  the  lack  of  organized  activity. 
r!an^  pcrticr.s  zf    z^e  ccL--~tr»,  i-.ave  state  organizations  L.h*ch 
respond  immediateiy  L-hST":  a  p;--.;i::^er  arisss.   It  a»sc  Irsca^s 
Clear  that  the  USDA  does  "^ct  really  take  care  of  prct.RTi 
inspector  perso-^nel,  they  just  move  them  around.   Need  I  say 
more . 

Your  Board  of  Directors  urges  you  to  write  your  Congressrren 
about  the  lack  of  communication  and  strong  arm  tactics  now 
being  used  in  the  Northeast.   Small  meat  processing  plants  do 
not  know  from  day  to  day  Just  what  new  regulation  will  be 
added  and  consequently  regular  inspectors  and  meat  plant 
owners  live  under  constant  pressures  of  someone  walking  in 
the  door  and  withdrawing  their  inspection. 

Zero  tolerance  was  stipulated  for  visual  feces  on  cattle 
carcasses.   The  inspection  system  has  deceided  that  zero 
tolerance  is  for  every  inch  of  your  plant  operation. 
Controls  are  put  in  place  to  reduce  a  problem  to  a  minimum. 
You  must  understand  that  zero  tolerance  lets  the  USDA  off  the 
hook  and  places  the  blame  on  the  small  business.   The  USDA 
does  not  have  the  knowledge  to  eliminate  these  problems  but 
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some  inspectors  are  making  up  their  own  rules  with  no 
scientific  basis.   This  is  like  a  child  saying  "Look  Daddy,  I 
am  doing.   I  don't  knou  what  I  am  doing  but  I  am  doing."   The 
problem  is  no  one  knows  what  they  are  doing,  why  they  are 
doing  or  where  they  are  going  but  they  are  doing  and  going. 

As  plant  owners  we  should  point  out  that  E.  Coli  and  Lysteria 
are  the  enemy  and  that  by  working  TOGETHER  with  the  U5Df=i  ua 
can  control  these  problems.   (Je  must  also  recognize  that 
zealot  newspaper  reporters  may  visit  our  plant.   These  people 
are  not  looking  for  the  effects  of  controls  they  are  looking 
for  sensationalism.   They  do  not  care  if  we  have  controls  or 
a  HACCP  program  m  place  or  whether  we  sanitize  our  plants. 
They  will  be  attempting  to  photograph  a  crack  in  the  wall  or 
an  unslightly  but  clean  pipe  or  a  old  wall.   It  is  therefore 
important  that  we  present  the  best  possible  image  to  the 
public.   How  we  look  to  people  who  do  not  understand  the 
operations  in  a  plant  is  905;  of  the  problem.   A  good  first 
impression  is  a  lasting  impression. 

Lie  should  also  recognize  that  E.  COLI,  lysteria  and  any  other 
food  born  pathogen  will  not  be  eliminated  with  a  HACCP 
program  PGC  or  an  Inspector.   This  is  only  one  of  our 
problems  and  our  businesses  are  on  the  line,  due  to  them.   As 
long  as  there  are  outbreaks  of  trouble  whether  it  comes  from, 
clubs,  stores,  deli  or  etc;,  we  will  be  blamed.   It  sould  be 
our  goal  to  push  for  better  handling  of  food  products 
throughout  the  entire  food  industry . 

It  should  also  be  our  goal  to  let  the  public  know  that  proper 
handling  of  food  and  meat  products  should  extend  to  the  home 
itself  and  that  they  play  an  important  roll  in  food  safety. 

At  the  USDA  Labeling  hearing  in  Philadelphia  I  was  fortunate 
to  be  able  to  be  on  the  list  of  speakers.   I  pointed  out  to 
Dr.  Cross  that  as  a  business  man  I  do  care  if  someone  gets 
sick,  or  even  dies,  from  eating  a  product  that  I  had 
produced.   I  would  have  to  live  with  that  the  rest  of  my  life 
and  I  would  also  lose  my  business. 

It  is  time  we  told  our  Congressmen  that  the  USDA  should  get 
rid  of  threats  and  secrecy  in  the  new  inspection  program  and 
give  us  personnel  that  are  willing  to  work  with  us  to  solve 
our  common  problems. 
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Ronald  F.  Nodlne 

President.  NEnFP 
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Statement  by 

Richard  Colantuno,  President 

Pennsylvania  Aquaculture  Association 

representing  tlie 

National  Aquaculture  Association 

l>efore  the 

House  Agriculture  Conunittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

October  13,  1993 

re:   USDA  Reorganization 

Good  morning  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee.    I  am  Richard  Colantuno, 
President  of  the  Pennsylvania  Aquaculture  Association,  representing  the  National 
Aquaculture  Association.   I  want  to  thanlc  you  for  allowing  me  the  opportunity  to  speak 
in  support  of  reorganization  plans  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.    Today  I  am 
speaking  on  behalf  of  all  members  of  the  National  Aquaculture  Association.   NAA  is  the 
youngest  and  largest  aquaculture  association  in  the  United  States.    It  is  a  nonprofit 
association,  serving  33  diverse  national  and  state  aquaculture  associations.   Our  members 
raise  a  variety  of  species  including  trout,  salmon,  catfish,  ornamentals,  and  shellfish. 

Aquaculture  will  be  a  major  global  growth  industry  of  the  21st  Century.   According  to 
current  projections,  based  on  anticipated  population  growth  and  stable  or  declining 
capture  fisheries  harvests,  aquaculture  production  will  have  to  increase  7-fold  to  supply 
the  world's  demand  for  seafood  by  the  year  2025.   With  a  national  commitment  and 
proper  planning  and  support,  the  United  States  can  realize  a  major  opportunity  to 
develop  an  important  new  agricultural  industry  to  serve  national  needs  and  the  global 
marketplace.   Without  such  a  commitment,  the  U.S.  will  continue  to  depend  on 
imported  fish  and  shellfish  which  now  supply  over  60  percent  of  our  seafood  needs. 
Fisheries  imports  -  some  $9  billion  annually  -  constitute  the  third  largest  component  of 
the  U.S.  trade  deficit,  after  petroleum  and  automobiles. 

Development  of  U.S.  aquaculture  will  require  strong  leadership  and  coordinated,  agency- 
wide  support  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  lead  Federal  agency  for 
aquaculture.   The  National  Aquaculture  Association  recommends  several  specific  courses 
of  action: 

1.  Aquaculture  should  receive  strong  support  and  attention  from  the  highest  levels 
of  the  Department  In  particular,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  clearly 
communicate  to  his  sub-Cabinet  level  officials  that  aquaculture  is  a  priority  of  this 
administration. 

2.  Aquaculture  should  be  mainstreamed  into  the  Department's  agricultural 
programs.   Individual  USDA  agencies  should  develop  support  programs  for 
aquaculture,  with  necessary  commitments  of  personnel  and  resources,  that  are 
consistent  with  those  applied  to  other  agricultural  programs,  products,  and 
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commodities.   While  research  and  education  programs  within  USDA's  Science 
and  Education  agencies  have  significantly  aided  U.S.  aquaculture,  the  industry 
would  benefit  greatly  from  expanded  support  services  in  other  USDA  agencies, 
including  AMS  (market  support  and  promotion  programs),  APHIS  (broodstock 
registration  programs,  diagnostic  services,  and  vaccines  development).  ASCS 
(disaster  relief),  ERS  and  NASS  (aquaculture  statistics  and  economic  analyses), 
and  FAS  (export  assistance,  international  aquaculture  data  collection  and 
analysis).   Aquaculture's  visibility  should  be  elevated  in  USDA.  but  aquaculture 
support  programs  should  be  included  within  and  closely  allied  to  other  commodity 
support  programs  in  USDA. 

3.  The  Department  should  declare  and  establish  that  private  aquaculture  Is  a  form 
of  agriculture  and  that  privately  cultivated  aquatic  organisms  and  their  products 
are  agricultural  livestock,  crops,  and  commodities.   Such  a  declaration  would  help 
facilitate  the  apphcation  to  aquaculture  of  Department  programs  that  support 
other  Uvestock,  crops,  and  commodities. 

4.  The  Department  should  develop  and  implement  a  unified,  crosscutting 
Department  aquaculture  program  that  builds  teamwork  and  coordination  among 
agencies.  Presently  aquaculture  in  the  Department  is  fragmented  in  numerous 
separate  funding  authorities  with  limited  mechanisms  for  Department-wide 
coordination.  A  Department-wide  program,  with  Secretary-appointed 
representatives  of  all  pertinent  USDA  agencies,  would  provide  the  means  and 
authority  for  program  coordination,  priority-setting,  and  ongoing  assessments  of 
impacts  of  individual  program  sin  the  context  of  national  needs.   The  program 
should  be  coordinated  by  the  Director  of  the  Department's  Office  of  Aquaculture. 

5.  As  the  Secretary's  representative  in  all  intra-  and  interDepartmental  aquaculture 
functions  and  activities,  the  Director  of  USDA's  Office  of  Aquaculture  should 
report  directly  to  the  Secretary  in  the  exercise  of  these  duties.  To  ensure  that  the 
Department's  aquaculture  programs  receive  the  necessary  visibility  and 
accountability,  a  direct  link  to  and  attention  from  the  secretary's  office  will  be 
critical. 

6.  All  USDA  aquaculture  programs  should  have  strong  linkages  with  industry 
organizations  and  with  consumers.   It  is  vitally  important  that  aquaculture 
programs,  like  other  government  programs  be  "customer-driven." 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  this  opportunity  to  express  our  support  for 
plans  to  create  a  more  streamlined  and  revitalized  USDA  that  will  include  consideration 
of  my  industry's  needs.   I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 
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DEVEN  L.  SCOTT 
Executive  Vice  President 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  MEAT  PURVEYORS 


Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Deven  L.  Scott,  and  I  am  the  Executive 
Vice  President  of  the  National  Association  of  Meat  Purveyors 
(NAMP) .   NAMP  is  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  testify  on 
H.R.  Bill  3171  which  was  introduced  to  implement  the  proposed 
reorganization  plan  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.   We  would 
like  to  request  that  the  written  copy  of  our  testimony  be  entered 
upon  the  record  so  that  I  may  direct  my  remarks  in  the  time 
allowed  to  highlighting  issues  we  believe  most  pertinent  to 
address  during  your  deliberations  on  the  bill. 

NAMP  is  a  non-profit  trade  association  of  some  350  members  whose 
primary  business  is  processing  and  distributing  meat  and  poultry 
and  other  food  products  to  the  foodservice  industry.   Our  members 
employ  some  15000  workers  and  sell  over  $3  billion  worth  of  meat, 
poultry  and  other  foodstuffs  annually.   We  support  strict 
enforcement  of  food  safety  regulations  and  continue  to  be  in  the 
forefront  of  those  endorsing  legislative  and  regulatory 
initiatives  to  improve  the  food  safety  system.   We  welcome 
Secretary  Espy's  call  to  reform  meat  and  poultry  inspection 
programs  in  order  to  meet  modern  day  food  safety  challenges. 
Reorganization  will  improve  an  already  very  effective  but  as  yet 
not  perfect  inspection  system. 

We  believe,  however,  there  is  more  to  be  considered  than  just 
that  which  has  been  presented  by  the  Secretary's  proposal  and  the 
contents  of  this  bill.   It  would  be  extremely  unfortunate  to 
address  only  the  administrative  repositioning  of  secretarial 
positions  and  the  right  to  downsize  the  Department  when  so  many 
other  critical  needs  could  also  be  debated  at  this  same  time. 
Since  we  have  that  opportunity  now,  we  should  not  fail  to 
consider  all  the  issues.   It  may  be  a  long  time  before  we  get 
another  chance. 

This  is  particularly  relevant  since  the  Congress  has  directed  the 
Department  to  inform  it  prior  to  mid-December  how  the  Food  Safety 
and  Inspection  Service  (FSIS)  will  choose  to  address  questions 
pertaining  to  the  continuation  of  retail  exemption,  the  status 
within  the  inspection  system  of  warehouse  clubs,  and  the  need  to 
monitor  all  other  non-inspected  meat  and  poultry  distributors . 
With  the  release  of  this  information  so  imminent,  and  the  subject 
so  relevant,  resolution  of   the  matter  would  be  expedited  by 
including  FSIS's  and  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  suggestions 
within  the  purview  of  this  bill. 

Vice  President  Gore  has  also  raised  a  question  with  respect  to 
the  Department's  reorganization  by  his  recommendation  that  FSIS 
be  moved  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA) .   This  too  should  be  resolved  before 
restructuring  a  Department  that  may  then  again  need  to  be 
reorganized.   For  our  part  we  suggest  that  FSIS  be  incorporated 
into  a  separate  food  safety  agency,  either  independent  or  as  a 
separate  division  within  USDA.   The  new  food  safety  division 
should  encompass  the  food  related  activities  of  FDA,  the  Centers 
for  Disease  Control  (CDC) ,  the  Environmental  Pollution  Agency 
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(EPA)  and  any  other  relevant  food  safety  agency  or  group.   The 
combined  establishments  would  then  have  the  focus  and 
informational  and  regulatory  base  to  totally  manage  in  the 
interest  of  consumer  health  and  food  safety. 

Further,  for  many  years  certain  issues  with  respect  to  compliance 
procedures  and  authority  to  act  have  either  been  side  stepped  or 
not  addressed  by  USDA.   Since  H.R.  3171  was  designed  to  respond 
to  some  of  these,  why  not  include  the  entire  gamut  of  them?  We 
speak,  for  example,  of  the  failure  of  USDA  to  establish  and 
maintain  a  complete  list  of  all  meat  related  providers,  inspected 
or  otherwise,  as  directed  by  Section  205  of  the  Wholesome  Meat 
Act  (21  U.S.C.  645).   In  this  instance  a  change  from  "may"  to 
"shall"  would  resolve  the  problem.   The  same  type  of  concern  is 
applicable  for  matters  affecting  the  wholesale  distribution 
wavier  under  retail  exemption,  an  exemption  designed  for  an  era 
when  outlying  districts  of  the  country  were  removed  from  normal 
and  reliable  delivery  routes.   This  situation  no  longer  exists 
nor  does  the  need  for  the  exemption.   Similarly,  with  the 
enormous  changes  now  apparent  in  retail  stores  with  respect  to 
the  handling,  processing,  cooking  and  serving  of  foods,  we  would 
like  to  raise  the  question  why  retail  consumers  are  not  provided 
the  same  degree  of  protection  that  wholesale  customers  receive? 
After  all,  USDA  reports  that  some  6000  persons  die  and  another  33 
million  are  made  sick  by  food  related  illnesses  caused  by 
microbial  contamination  at  a  cost  to  the  economy  of  $2.5  to  $3 
billion  annually. 

Other  organizational  needs  become  evident  as  FSIS  ventures  into 
mandated  labels  requiring  nutritional  as  well  as  food  handling 
information.   Rules  to  enhance  consiomer  health  and  safety  can  not 
be  assured  of  success  unless  they  are  complied  with.   USDA  has 
only  approximately  100  officials  available  to  monitor  compliance 
for  any  type  of  violation  whatsoever.   How  will  that  small  number 
of  persons  successfully  monitor  the  over  250,000  retail  stores, 
6500  plus  federally  inspected  establishments,  numerous  state 
inspected  entities  and  many  thousands  of  non-inspected  dealers 
not  to  mention  the  over  100,000  restaurants  and  foodservice 
establishments?   The  need  to  monitor  activities  with  ongoing 
compliance  measures  both  at  retail  stores  and  in  foodservice 
establishments  has  been  shown  to  be  an  absolute  necessity  when 
one  considers  the  continuing  and  devastating  effects  caused  by 
the  E.coli  0157 :H7  problem  and  the  fact  that  the  CDC  reports  that 
97%  of  all  food  illness  cases  are  either  triggered  in  the  home  or 
at  a  foodservice  establishment.   Further,  if  accurate  and 
available  labels  at  retail  are  the  key  to  better  consumer  health, 
it  should  naturally  follow  that  an  aggressive  compliance  policy 
is  in  order.   Obviously  there  is  a  cost  associated  with  this. 
NAMP  is  further  studying  an  idea  to  require  the  registration  and 
licensing  of  all  meat  and  poultry  and  food  related  entities  at  a 
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nominal  fee,  the  proceeds  of  which  would  be  designated  for  food 
safety  coit^liance  measures. 

Some  other  considerations  that  will  affect  food  safety 
organization  are  proposals  to  reconcile  the  differences  between 
the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  laws,  the  final  disposition  of 
seafood  inspection,  how  presently  non-amenable  game  and  exotic 
animals  and  food  will  be  handled,  and  how  standards  of  identity 
and  new  ingredients  will  be  considered.   All  of  these  topics  are 
presently  under  review,  and  may  require  additional  changes  in 
the  bill  now  under  consideration. 

Further,  the  Department  and  FSIS  along  with  FDA  will  soon 
promulgate  new  regulations  and  requirements  to  install  an 
science-based  inspection  philosophy  called  Hazard  Analysis 
Critical  Control  Point  (HACCP) .   NAMP  has  endorsed  the  concept 
since  the  Agency  first  proposed'  it  as  a  means  to  better  assure 
food  safety  based  on  scientific  guidelines.   We  believe  it  is 
important  to  phase  in  HACCP  as  an  umbrella  over  a  reformed 
present  day  performance  based  inspection  system.   Our  chief 
concerns  about  the  implementation  of  HACCP  relate  to  the  effect 
it  may  have  on  the  ability  of  smaller  businesses  to  operate 
within  its  structure  and  what  may  be  the  too  great  public 
confidence  and  expectation  for  the  success  HACCP  will  have  in 
eliminating  the  possibility  of  future  food  safety  disasters  from 
sources  now  unknown  to  us.   In  any  event,  the  possibility  that  a 
new  program  such  as  this  may  also  require  organization  changes  in 
the  structure  of  FSIS  and  new  law  to  inclement  it  should  also  be 
considered  before  closing  the  door  on  the  present  bill. 

In  conclusion  we  ask  that  the  Subcommittee  and  the  Congress  not 
be  too  hasty  in  acting  to  reform  and  reorganize  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Food  Safety  Inspection  System  until  all  the 
issues  relevant  to  the  matter  are  fully  studied  and  the  needs 
made  clear.   It  is  our  understanding  that  one  of  the  issues 
involved,  namely,  the  right  to  reduce  the  statutory  "work  force 
levels  of  the  Department  has  already  been  addressed  and  approved 
by  other  committees  of  the  Congress.   Consequently  the  need  to 
proceed  here  may  now  be  moot.   We  firmly  believe  it  is  far  more 
important  to  address  the  entire  food  safety  and  inspection 
concept  as  well  as  other  departmental  initiatives  through  one 
master  plan  for  improvement  rather  than  by  making  changes  to  the 
statutes  in  a  piecemeal  and  ad  hoc  fashion  as  have  been  the  way 
these  efforts  have  been  undertaken  in  the  past. 

NAMP  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  present  its  views.   We  would 
welcome  the  opportunity  to  provide  further  information  and 
insights  whenever  you  wish.   I  will  be  happy  to  respond  to  any 
questions  you  may  have.   Thank  you. 
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STATEMENT  OF 
THE  AMERICAN  MEAT  INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the 
American  Meat  Institute  is  the  nation's  oldest  and 
largest  meat  industry  trade  association,  and  we 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  on 
behalf  of  over  900  companies  who  pack  and  process  beef, 
pork,  veal,  lamb  and  turkeys,  and  who  are  members  of 
AMI. 

Recently,  there  has  occasionally  been  discussion 
about  transferring  meat  and  poultry  inspection  from  the 
Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  (FSIS)  to  an 
independent  food  safety  agency  or  to  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration  (FDA).  Some  of  the  impetus  has  come 
from  groups  who  charge  that  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture  (USDA)  is  too  closely  allied  to  industry 
and  that  inspection  is  a  public  health  program  which 
belongs  in  a  public  health  agency.  Other  pressure  has 
emanated  from  some  whose  desire  is  to  diminish  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  House  and  Senate  Agriculture 
Committees.  The  debate  has  also  been  fueled  by  battles 
over  which  agency,  if  any,  should  have  jurisdiction 
over  seafood  inspection,  which  is  not  presently  covered 
by  mandatory  government  inspection  requirements. 
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On  September  7,  1993,  Vice  President  Gore  presented 
the  "Report  of  the  National  Performance  Review"  to 
President  Clinton.  The  Report  advocates  moving  meat 
and  poultry  inspection  from  USDA  to  FDA,  and  also 
bringing  seafood  under  FDA  inspection  authority.  The 
Report  also  proposes  industry  user  fees  to  pay  for  FDA 
inspection,  and  recommends  enhanced  FDA  enforcement  and 
penalties.  The  Report  argues  that  duplication  of 
efforts  between  the  agencies  currently  involved  in  food 
inspection  endangers  public  health  and  that  a 
consolidation  of  authority  would  both  enhance  food 
safety  and  increase  government  efficiency.  It  also 
discusses  the  need  to  modernize  meat  and  poultry 
inspection  and  hints  at  a  Hazard  Analysis  and  Critical 
Control  Points  (HAACP)  approach,  "with  incentives  built 
in  to  reward  business  with  strong  safety  records." 

If  there  is  to  be  a  modern  "farm-to-fork" 
inspection  system  we  feel  it  should  be  located  within 
USDA,  where  other  complimentary  programs  are  currently 
being  administered  by  other  agencies  that  will  be 
called  upon  to  cooperate  in  any  comprehensive, 
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modernized  system,  rather  than  within  another  agency 
with  no  outreach  experience  or  capability.  And  if 
there  is  to  be  a  single  food  agency,  we  feel  that  that 
agency  should  also  be  located  within  USDA.  However, 
the  most  important  consideration  should  be  the  overall 
modernization  of  the  system  itself  rather  than  where  it 
is  located  on  an  organization  chart. 

AMI  has  long  called  for  reform  and  modernization  of 
meat  and  poultry  inspection  and  in  our  view  that 
modernization  of  the  system  itself  is  a  more  important 
consideration  than  bureaucratic  relocation  as  proposed 
by  the  Report  of  the  National  Performance  Review. 

Specifically,  the  following  points  and  comments 
should  be  considered. 

*  Modernization's  primary  goal  should  be 
public  health  protection. 

*  A  risk-based  allocation  of  inspection 

resources  that  is  founded  on  the  best 
available  scientific  information  should  be 
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adopted. 

*  A  complete  evaluation  of  the  methods  used  to 
conduct  inspection  needs  to  be  undertaken. 

*  New  technologies  to  keep  pace  with  advances 
in  meat  processing  technology  and  foodborne 
illness  prevention  should  be  adopted. 

*  Prevention,  rather  than  detection,  through 
the  use  of  Total  Quality  Management 
practices   and   implementation   of   HACCP 
principles  should  be  focused  upon. 

*  Human  resources  and  management  expertise 
should  be  developed  and  properly 
implemented. 

*  Management  systems,  organization  structures 
and  communication  channels  that  will  enhance 
inspection  effectiveness  and  efficiency 
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Should  be  developed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  inspection  modernization  is  a  top 
priority  for  AMI.  We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
communicate  our  views  to  you  and  will  continue  to 
address  this  issue  as  a  strategic  plan  is  developed  and 
presented  to  the  public. 

Thank  you. 
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The  Honorable  E  "Kika"  de  la  Garza 
House  of  Representatives 
Longworth  House  BIdg.,  Room  1401 
Washington,  DC.  20515 

Dear  Congressman: 

U.S.  agriculture  has  made  tremendous  strides  toward  addressing  its  environmental  challenges. 
Continued  progress  depends  on  a  viable  U.S.D.A  agency  responsible  for  the  protection  of  our 
natural  resources  I  strongly  support  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Espy's  plan  to  create  a  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources 
and  the  Environment  I  further  support  the  administration  of  conservation  cost  share  programs 
by  the  NRCS.  These  programs  should  be  based  on  reward  rather  than  penalty. 

The  mandate  from  Congress  is  clear.  Agriculture  must  meet  the  same  environmental 
standards  as  other  U.S.  industries.  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act,  the  Coastal 
Zone  Management  Act,  and  the  Farm  Bill  all  have  or  will  have  environmental  titles  dealing  with 
land  management  and  production  agriculture.  A  strong  U.S.D.A.  agency  is  needed  to 
implement  this  new  public  policy.  The  NRCS  as  proposed  by  Secretary  Espy  is  the  best 
mechanism. 

The  diversity  of  American  land  uses  demands  that  the  agency  charged  with  providing 
compliance  leadership  be  as  close  to  the  field  as  possible.  The  NRCS  is  the  logical  choice  as 
the  system  is  already  in  place.  The  NRCS  can  call  on  its  many  years  of  experience  providing 
technical  information  on  land  and  resource  management  to  ensure  that  compliance  is  tailored 
to  individual  needs.  This  background  will  maximize  the  effective  implementation  of  future  land 
management  policies  while  minimizing  the  economic  impact  on  the  American  farmer. 

I  urge  that  the  House  Agricultural  Committee  support  the  Secretary's  plan  for  a  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Service.  I  further  urge  that  the  House  Agricultural  Committee  work  to 
ensure  that  as  other  House  Committees  prepare  legislation  effecting  agriculture  jurisdiction  be 
given  to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.  This  can  only  happen  if  there  is  a  strong  NRCS. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration.  Please  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Sincerely, 


Ronald  A.  Farrell 
Wilbur-Ellis  Company 
P.  O.  Box  1020 
Edinburg,  Texas  78540 
210/383-4901 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

On  behalf  of  the  National  Pork  Producers  Council,  I  am  pleased  to  have  this 
opportunity  to  share  our  views  on  H.R.  3171,  legislation  to  reorganize  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.    The  National  Pork  Producers  Council 
(NPPC)  represents  approximately  85,000  pork  producers  through  45  state 
affiliates.     Our  members  account  for  more  than  90  percent  of  this  nation's 
pork  production. 

We  are  in  full  support  of  plans  and  efforts  to  make  the  USDA  more 
efficient  in  its  delivery  of  services  to  agricultural  producers.     Equally 
important,  however,  is  the  need  to  ensure  that  USDA  structures  and 
programs  are  designed  to  accomodate  the  demands  of  American 
agriculture  as  we  enter  the  21st  century. 

For  over  130  years,  USDA  has  provided  the  financial,  technical,  political, 
and  moral  support  that  the  current  agricultural  industry  has  needed  to 
adapt  and  survive.    Throughout  this  time  period,  both  the  industry  and  the 
Department  have  generally  changed  to  meet  shifting  conditions.     However, 
a  September  1991   General  Accounting  Office  report  reviewing  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  its  programs,  contains  some  truth  in 
stating   that   "USDA's   organizational   structure-essentially   unchanged 
from  the  1930's-is  not  responsive  to  the  new  challenges  facing  the 
Department." 

Today's  worid  is  changing  extremely  rapidly  and  we  must  keep  pace  by 
making  sure  that  USDA's  organizational  structures  are  up  to  the  task 
ahead.     Because  government  must  work  better  at  less  cost,  we  cleariy 
need  to  prioritize  our  objectives  and  focus  our  resources  on  those  areas 
that  will  provide  the  most  benefit  to  U.S.  agriculture. 

As  we  move  forward,  it  is  appropriate  that  we  examine  the  current  state 
of  American  agriculture  production,  the  present  role  of  USDA,  the  current 
and  future  influence  of  external  factors,  and  make  changes  that  will  allow 
the  agency  to  be  an  effective  and  credible  force  for  producers  and 
consumers  alike. 
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Traditionally  and  even  today,  a  substantial  majority  of  pork  producers 
operate  diversified  farming  operations  that  include  both  crop  and 
livestock  production.     Thus,  many  of  our  producers  are  participating  in 
government  farm   programs  through  their  county  Agricultural   Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service  office. 

Over  time,  it  is  expected  that  pork  producers  will  be  less  directly 
concerned  about  farm  program  benefits  and  more  directly  effected  by 
other  outside  factors.     To  take  full  advantage  of  the  "reinventing 
government"  initiative,  we  should  first  be  able  to  identify  those  factors 
or  issues  that  will  drive  the  way  we  do  business  in  the  future. 

Pork  producers  are  well  aware  of  the  challenges  before  us  on  various 
fronts,   including  the  environment,  food  safety,   international  trade, 
research/technology  transfer,  and  livestock  marketing.     We  believe  these 
five  key  issue  areas  will  most  effect  the  pork  industry  over  the  next 
several  years. 

Environmental  Focus 

Our  producers  view  environmental  issues  as  presenting  the  greatest 
challenge  to  the  future  of  their  operations.    The  USDA  has  done  a  great 
deal  to  help  livestock  producers  prepare  for  these  challenges,  but  a 
majority  of  the  agency's  programs  still  focus  on  soil  conservation  as  it 
relates  to  program  crop  production.     As  agriculture  moves  to  address 
water  quality  and  other  environmental  issues,  a  more  comprehensive 
support  system  will  be  needed  from  the  USDA. 

It  is  critical  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  take  the  lead  role  in 
addressing  the  numerous  environmental  issues  that  will  directly  impact 
farm  production.     We  already  recognize  that  water  quality  issues,  for 
example,  will  require  an  expanded  technical  service  capability  for  the 
USDA  to  effectively  assist  agricultural  producers  as  they  implement  new 
measures  to  enhance  their  environmental  practices. 

At  a  minimum,  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  should  be  expanded  to  take  on 
water  quality  issues  related  to  agriculture.    We  believe  the  name  and  the 
mission  of  SCS  should  be  changed  to  reflect  this  new  emphasis  on  broader 
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environmental  issues  that  effect  agricultural  production.     Therefore,  we 
are  strongly  supportive  of  the  provisions  of  H.R.  3171  that  create  the  new 
"Natural   Resources  Conservation  Service." 

We  also  believe  that  this  newly  established  agency  should  maintain  a 
separate  identity  from  the  new  Farm  Services  Agency  umbrella.    The 
logistics,  however,  of  not  duplicating  offices  with  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  must  be  resolved.    One  solution  would  be  to  fold  the  SCS  into  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  Agency,  but  mandate  that  field 
offices  be  required  to  share  office  space  with  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
where  appropriate  for  efficient  delivery  of  services. 

Food  Safety  Focus 

In  the  food  safety  arena,  we  are  encouraged  by  the  resolve  of  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Mike  Espy,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection 
Services  Eugene  Branstool,  and  Administrator  of  the  Food  Safety  and 
Inspection  Service  Russell  Cross,  in  addressing  the  complex  area  of  meat 
and  poultry  inspection.     Their  "two-track  approach"  will  afford  us  the 
opportunity  to  make  significant  advances  in  implementing  a  truly  science- 
based  meat  and  poultry  inspection  system. 

Under  the  existing  circumstances,  it  would  be  foolhardy  to  move  the  Food 
Safety  and  Inspection  Service  to  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  or  some 
other  government  agency.    USDA  is  currently  implementing  a  number  of 
new  progressive  food  safety  approaches  and  programs  that  will  improve 
our  nation's  system  of  meat  inspection.    The  Department  also  has  the 
experience  and  tools  to  work  most  effectively  with  everyone  from  the 
farmer  to  the  consumer  In  order  to  ensure  the  safety  and  wholesomeness 
of  our  meat  and  poultry. 

We  do  not  believe  that  any  other  agency  in  the  federal  government  is  more 
capable  of  making  the  necessary  modifications  in  our  meat  inspection 
system  than  USDA's  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service.    USDA  is  truly  in 
the  best  position  to  verify  the  integrity  and  safety  of  our  meat  supply 
from  "farm  to  fork."    'The  same  is  true  for  fish  inspection,  with  USDA  in 
the  best  position  to  handle  this  federal  program  of  inspection. 
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If  it  is  determined  that  there  must  be  some  structural  changes  with 
respect  to  the  handling  of  meat  and  poultry  inspection  at  the  USDA,  it 
would  be  most  appropriate  to  consider  carving  out  a  separate  division 
within  the  Department  that  focused  on  food  safety.     In  other  words,  the 
existing  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  could  be  combined  with  the 
functions  of  the  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  that  deal  with 
human  health-related  issues  on  the  farm.     Under  this  structure  there 
should  be  a  new  assistant  secretary  that  would  be  devoted  to  and  have 
jurisdiction  over  food  safety  from  the  farm  all  the  way  through  to  the 
consumer. 

International  Trade  Focus 

If  American  agriculture  is  going  to  continue  to  be  an  engine  of  economic 
growth,  we  will  need  a  federal  government  that  is  aggressive  in 
responding  to  unfair  trade  practices  in  the  agricultural  arena.     At  the 
same  time,  market  development  must  be  the  watchword  if  we  are  to  be 
successful  in  a  global  marketplace. 

Pork  producers  understand  the  benefits  of  value-added  exports  and  what 
they  mean  for  jobs,  local  tax  revenues,  and  rural  development.    U.S. 
exports  of  meat  and  poultry  have  grown  20  to  30  percent  annually  in 
recent  years,  and  future  growth  will  continue  to  look  bright  if  we 
aggressively  pursue  trade  opportunities. 

Our  experience  with  the  USDA  demonstrates  that  its  role  in  trade  policy 
development  and  implementing  clearly  defined  export  program  objectives, 
is  in  need  of  reorganization  to  reflect  the  realities  of  today's 
marketplace.     Specifically,  USDA's  programs  and  priorities  need  to  be 
redirected  toward  improving  U.S.  competitiveness  in  the  fast-growing 
world  market  for  processed  and  high  value  products. 

In  order  to  take  advantage  of  the  tremendous  trade  opportunity  for  value- 
added  exports,  and  to  respond  to  our  strong  competition  in  this  area,  we 
will  need  to  have  a  highly  active  "Value-added  Trade  Division"  within  the 
proposed  International  Trade  Service  Agency.    To  assure  the  effectiveness 
of  this  entity,  we  may  want  to  also  strongly  consider  the  establishment  of 
an  "Export  Coordination  Division"  to  facilitate  cooperation  among  USDA 
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and  non-USDA  agencies  with  responsibility  for  trade  policy  and  program 
implementation. 

The  present  commodity  division  structure  of  the  Foreign  Agricultural 
Sen/ice  should  also  be  complemented  by  the  creation  of  a  "World  Market 
Analysis  Division."       Personnel  to  staff  these  new  units  could  be 
transferred  fron  the  Agriculture  and  Trade  Analysis  Division  of  the 
Economic  Research  Service. 

We  believe  the  new  International  Trade  Service  Agency  that  combines  the 
Foreign  Agricultural  Service  and  the  Office  of  International  Cooperation 
and  Development,  can  help  pool  precious  trade  staff  and  resources.    The 
key  to  taking  advantage  of  market  opportunities,  is  the  establishment  of  a 
governmental  trade  agency  that  can  respond  quickly  to  trade  developments 
and  one  that  has  the  authority  to  make  decisions  independent  of 
interference  from  other  government  agencies  and  bureaucrats. 

Although  outside  the  direct  purview  of  USDA  reorganization,  we  would  be 
remiss  if  we  did  not  bring  to  your  attention  the  problems  we  have 
experienced  with  the  Trade  Policy  Review  Group  (TPRG).    The  TRPG,  an 
interagency  team  that  reviews  Export  Enhancement  Program  (EEP) 
initiatives,  has  served  to  hold  up  some  very  time  sensitive  shipments  of 
pork  to  Russia. 

We  certainly  understand  the  role  this  entity  currently  plays  in 
coordinating  federal  government  policy,  but  we  are  concerned  that  the 
TRPG   is   insufficiently  attune  with  the   realities  of  the   international 
marketplace.    While  the  formal  request  to  extend  our  pork  EEP  has  been 
pending  before  the  TPRG  since  June  22,  1993,  the  European  Community  has 
moved  to  ship  pork  into  the  Russian  market.    Perhaps  the  our  proposed 
Export  Coordination  Division  could  alleviate  some  of  time  delays  posed  by 
lengthy  TPRG  deliberations. 

Researchrrechnology  Transfer  Focus 

The  USDA's  research  and  extension  programs  are  an  area  that  would 
benefit  from  greater  integration.     Research  and  extension  appear  to  be 
apppropriately  linked  within  the  organizational  structure  of  the 
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Department.    Despite  this  linloge,  we  must  find  a  better  way  to  ensure 
that  information  developed  within  the  USDA  research  system  is 
disseminated  to  producers  on  a  timely  basis. 

Ideally,  the  research/extension  system  should  be  a  loop  that  allows 
producers  to  communicate  research  priorities  back  to  the  USDA  through 
their  local  county  agents.    While  the  Department  may  be  working  hard  to 
solicit  producers  input  regarding  future  research  direction,  the  perception 
is  that  the  agency's  research  priorities  are  being  developed  without  the 
benefit  of  extensive  producer  involvement. 

Therefore,  we  would  recommend  that  the  committee  consider  combining 
the  existing  functions  of  the  Cooperative  State  Research  Service  with  the 
Extension  Service,  in  order  to  maintain  and  further  provide  an 
infrastructure  whereby  there  is  an  on-going  exchange  of  information  with 
producers  on  recent  developments  in  technology.     By  allowing  this  new 
entity  with  some  independence  from  the  Agricultural  Research  Service, 
there  is  greater  likelihood  of  continuing  to  encourage  technological 
advancements  within  the  university  system  as  an  alternative  source  of 
innovation,  while  providing  a  mechanism  for  the  direct  transfer  of  this 
new  to  technology  to  producers. 

Livestock  Marketing   Focus 

The  NPPC  has  great  concems  about  the  proposal  to  merge  the  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration  with  the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service. 
Under  the  Packer  and  Stockyards  (P&S)  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  charged  with  supervising  the  $96  billion  livestock  marketing  and  meat 
packing  and  processing  industries.    These  industries  are  vital  to  our 
national  economy  and  the  public  welfare. 

The  P&S  Act  is  broad  in  scope  and  has  far-reaching  impacts,  including  the 
regulation  of  trade  practice,  antitrust,  and  financial  protection  areas  for 
the  livestock,  poultry  and  meat  sectors.     Given  the  size  of  these  regulated 
industries  and  their  importance  to  our  nation's  economy,  together  with  the 
significance  of  USDA's  statutory  responsibility  to  exercise  independent 
judgment  and  objectivity  that  is  not  influenced  or  burdened  by 
considerations  of  other  programs,  we  need  to  be  careful  in  combining 
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these  functions  with  another  agency. 

Over  the  last  72  years,  the  P&S  Act  has  been  administered  in  several 
different  organizational  structures,  both  within  other  agencies  and  as  an 
independent  agency  reporting  to  an  assistant  secretary.    Our  experience 
with  these  different  organizational  structures  leads  us  to  the  opinion  that 
the  Act  is  most  effectively  administered  by  an  independent  departmental 
agency. 

In  further  support  of  this  perspective  is  the  need  to  eliminate  conflict- 
of-interest   problems   between   service-oriented   and    regulatory-oriented 
activities  within  the  USDA.     Another  fundamental  reason  relates  to  the 
on-going  development  of  expertise  in  personnel  charged  with  enforcing  the 
antitrust  and  fair  trade  practice  provisions  of  the  Act. 

National  Appeals  Division 

While  we  support  the  continuation  of  the  existing  county  committee 
system,  there  is  good  reason  to  provide  agricultural  producers  with  the 
option  of  an  independent  appeals  process.    It  makes  sense  to  combine  the 
appeals  divisions  of  the  current  Farmers  Home  Administration  farmer 
program  and  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service. 

We  believe  that  any  appeals  of  decisions  of  the  new  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Agency  should  also  be  available  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  National  Appeals  Division.    As  environmental  issues  become  more 
complex,  more  costly,  and  more  adversarial  in  nature,  producers  will  need 
a  forum  that  they  can  rely  on  for  a  fair  determination  and  resolution  of 
their  disputes. 

Conclusion 

It  is  imperative  that  we  use  this  opportunity  to  reorganize  USDA  in  such  a 
fashion  to  focus  its  direction  in  those  areas  where  the  agriculture  sector 
can  make  the  greatest  positive  impact  on  our  society.    We  in  the  pork 
industry  are  encouraged  by  this  effort,  and  stand  ready  to  assist  the 
Agriculture  Committee  in  redesigning  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  so 
that  it  is  able  to  meet  the  environmental,  food  safety,  international  trade, 
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research/technology  transfer,  and  livestock  marketing  challenges  that  are 
already  on  our  doorstep. 

A  more  efficient,  modem,  and  service  oriented  USDA  will  empower 
American  agricultural  producers  to  supply  the  world's  consumers  with  the 
highest  quality,  least  cost,  and  greatest  variety  of  food  and  fiber 
commodities.    We  believe  that  H.R.  3171  makes  significant  progress  in 
identifying  the  key  agencies  of  USDA  that  need  restructuring. 
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Mr.  Chainnan: 

The  Wildlife  Management  Institute  (WMI)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  support  H.R.  3171  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture's  proposal  to  reorganize  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA).  The 
Institute  is  a  private,  non-profit,  scientific  and  educational  organization  staffed  by  professional  natural 
resource  managers.  It  has  been  dedicated  to  the  improved  management  of  wildlife  and  related  natural 
resources  since  1911. 

WMI  supports  fully  the  intention  of  Congress  and  the  Administration  to  reorganize  USDA  to 
better  perfonm  its  missions  for  today  and  the  future.  American  farmers  are  the  most  productive  in  the 
world  and  have  helped  our  country  achieve  one  of  the  highest  standards  of  Uving  on  earth.  While  this 
fact  is  not  lost  on  anyone,  including  WMI,  consumers  and  taxpayers  increasingly  are  expecting  that 
productivity  to  be  achieved  in  ways  that  do  not  degrade  public  resources  such  as  water  and  wildlife. 

While  the  agricultural  community  increasingly  is  accepting  this  responsibility,  continued  public 
support  of  agriculture  undoubtedly  will  be  contingent  on  its  demonstrated  ability  to  satisfactorily  address 
these  justified  concerns.  The  challenging  solutions  will  require  a  stronger  conservation  arm  of  USDA  as 
well  as  more  extensive,  coordinated  and  efficient  federal  support 

In  principle  WMI  believes  that  USDA's  conservation  efforts  will  be  most  effective  if  they  are  (1) 
administered  from  an  independent,  separate  agency  that  is  co-equal  with  other  major  USDA  agencies,  and 
(2)  coupled  with  the  funds  necessary  to  implement  conservation  strategies. 
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Thus,  WMI  strongly  supports  the  conservation  emphasis  of  H.R.  3171  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture's  reorganization  proposal.  Specifically,  WMI  supports  the  proposal  to  combine  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and  the  conservation  cost-share  programs  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  into  a  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  that  is 
administered  under  an  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment.  WMI  also  applauds 
the  proposal  to  implement  an  Office  of  Agricultural  Environmental  Quality. 

WMI  has  several  decades  of  experience  performing  functional  evaluations  of  more  than  40  state 
and  federal  fish  aixl  wildlife  management  ageiKies.  This  long-term  experience  has  convinced  us  that 
agency  conservation  programs  will  not  be  administered  effectively  if  they  can  be  repressed  or  buried  and 
forgotten  beneath  commodity-oriented  programs. 

Elevating  USDA's  conservation  mission  to  a  co-equal  status  with  its  other  missions  sends  a  strong 
signal  to  the  public  that  USDA  and  producers  are  taking  their  envirormiental  responsibilities  seriously. 
WMI  always  stresses  the  value  of  proactive  strategies  to  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  that  are  slow  to  accept 
their  responsibilities  for  management  of  nongame  species  of  wildlife.  If  a  public  agency  does  not 
satisfactorily  meet  public  desires  regarding  public  resources  within  the  agency's  jurisdiction,  those 
authorities  ultimately  will  be  taken  away  from  that  agency  to  be  dealt  with  by  another.  Similarly,  if 
USDA  and  farmers  wish  to  maintain  control  of  conservation  efforts  on  agricultural  lands,  they  must  seize 
a  strong,  proactive  lead  on  conservation  issues.  Otherwise,  the  public's  environmental  desires  ultimately 
will  be  forced  on  farmers  and  USDA  from  the  outside. 

WMI  also  believes  that  conservation  programs  are  most  effective  when  the  resource  technical 
expertise  and  the  money  to  implement  programs  are  administered  with  one  voice.  The  short  history  of 
the  Wetlands  Reserve  Program  (WRP)  illustrates  the  fundamental  problem  with  separating  a  vision  from 
the  funds  to  achieve  it  The  House  and  Senate  agriculture  committees  that  shared  the  vision  of  and 
authorized  the  WRP  have  no  control  over  the  funds  appropriated  for  it.  Unfortunately,  the  agriculture 
appropriations  subcommittees  do  not  possess  the  same  level  of  commitment  to  the  WRP  vision. 
Consequently,  a  potentially  outstanding  USDA  program  barely  has  gotten  off  the  ground. 

By  imiting  expertise  with  programs  and  dollars,  USDA  will  create  a  solid  foundation  for 
conservation  achievements.  This  arrangement  will  foster  more  effective  targeting  of  limited  conservation 
dollars  to  high  priority  resource  needs.  Simultaneously,  bureaucracy  and  inefficiency  will  be  reduced, 
resulting  in  a  higher  percentage  of  pubUc  dollars  reaching  the  ground.  Such  far-sighted  action  will 
enhance  public  confidence  in  USDA's  resolve  and  ability  to  meet  environmental  challenges. 

Contrary  to  some  criticism  of  the  proposed  NRCS,  we  believe  the  existing  coordination  between 
SCS  and  ASCS  on  cross-compliarKC  programs  would  not  change  substantially  under  the  proposal.  Those 
administering  the  commodity  programs  still  will  have  to  rely  on  determinations  from  the  technical  agency. 
Furthermore,  conservation  activities  under  the  NRCS  still  will  be  spearheaded  by  local  people  familiar 
with  local  conditions.  The  difference  will  be  that  all  USDA  conservation  efforts  will  be  coordinated  by 
trained  resource  technicians  rather  than  by  a  maze  of  technicians  and  nontechnical  administrative  officials. 
By  definition,  a  technical  agency  such  as  SCS  is  better  qualified  to  assess  local  resource  needs  and  target 
Umited  funds  to  meet  the  highest  priorities  than  is  an  administrative  agency  that  is  geared  to  making  direct 
payments  to  farmers. 

WMI  is  the  first  to  recognize  the  shortcomings  in  SCS's  traditional  implementation  of  some 
conservation  programs.  However,  we  remain  convinced  that  the  answer  to  meeting  agricultural 
conservation  challenges  lies  in  improving  SCS,  not  in  burying  conservation  beneath  commodity  programs. 
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WMI  strongly  urges  the  Subcommittee  to  resist  calls  to  place  the  SCS  in  the  proposed  Farm 
Service  Agency  with  the  commodity  and  fami  loan  programs.  Instead,  we  urge  you  to  support  H.R.  3171 
and  the  Secretary' s  proposal  to  combine  the  SCS  and  the  conservation  cost-share  programs  of  the  ASCS 
into  a  new  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.  This  arrangement  will  enable  USDA  to  most 
effectively  meet  its  conservation  challenges  into  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  once  again  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  the  merits  of 
H.R.  3171  and  the  Secretary's  proposal  to  reorganize  USDA. 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thanlc  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
present  our  views  on  the  Administration's  proposal  to  reorganize  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
These  views  are  expressed  on  behalf  of  the  American  Association  of  Crop  Insurers  (AACI),  a 
voluntary  membership  trade  association  of  the  private  crop  insurance  industry.  Our  association 
consists  of  insurance  companies,  private  reinsurers,  local  crop  insurance  agents  and  adjusters. 
AACI  members  write  a  majority  of  the  multiple  peril  crop  insurance  (MPCI)  protection  for 
farmers  in  the  U.S.  —  our  membership  ranges  from  the  largest  nationwide  writer  of  MPCI  to 
small  regional  writers.  We  support  a  streamlined  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
preserves  the  mission,  integrity,  and  identity  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
fFCIC). 

Our  testimony  today  is  aimed  at  achieving  several  objectives.  First,  we  want  to  remind 
the  Subcommittee  of  the  unique  delivery  structure  of  the  crop  insurance  program  and  highlight 
how  it  differs  from  other  "farm  service"  programs.  Second,  we  want  to  point  out  some 
strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  current  structure  including  some  ideas  for  capitalizing  on  the 
strengths  and  eliminating  the  weaknesses  of  that  structure.  Third,  we  want  to  specifically 
address  the  Administration's  proposal  for  incorporating  FCIC  into  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
(FSA).  Finally,  we  express  our  support  for  the  LFSDA  National  Appeals  Division  Act  of  1993, 
H.R.  2950,  and  urge  your  inclusion  of  that  legislation  in  your  reorganization  bill. 

While  we  are  all  aware  of  the  ongoing  efforts  of  the  Secretary  to  reform  the  crop 
insurance  program,  and  we  understand  that  they  will  be  the  subject  of  separate  hearings,  several 
structural  issues  in  reorganization  may  have  a  significant  bearing  on  crop  insurance  reform.  Due 
to  this  interrelationship,  our  comments  may  address  both  reform  and  reorganization  issues. 

The  Crop  Insurance  Program  is  a  Unique  Farm  Service 

Unlike  other  "farm  services"  currently  provided  by  the  government  such  as  farm  lending 
and  income  support  programs,  crop  insurance  is  a  farm  service  that  is  almost  entirely  provided 
by  the  private  sector  with  the  backing  and  oversight  of  the  government.  Nearly  92  percent  of 
the  premium  volume  of  crop  insurance  in  1992  was  sold  by  private  reinsured  companies.  The 
remaining  eight  percent  of  Uie  premium  consisted  of  government  policies  sold  by  private  sector 
master  marketers.  There  is  not  now,  nor  has  there  ever  been,  a  Federal  Crop  In^irance 
Corporation  employee  presence  in  countv-bv-countv  offices. 
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Therefore,  as  the  Congress  considers  the  reorganization  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  unique  structure  of  one  of  its  component  agencies,  FCIC,  needs  to  be  carefully  considered. 
We  believe  that  to  try  and  create  a  new  county-by-county  FCIC  structure  or  add  the  sale  or  other 
distribution  of  crop  insurance  onto  the  list  of  the  functions  of  the  new  Farm  Service  Agency 
(FSA)  offices  would  be  a  step  backward  for  the  program  and  completely  contrary  to  all  of  the 
driving  forces  behind  this  reorganization  effort  and  the  larger  reinventing  government  effort  of 
the  Clinton  Administration.  It  would  result  in  the  creation  of  a  new  bureaucracy  rather  than  the 
paring  down  of  the  existing  USDA  bureaucracy. 

Strengths  and  Weaknesses  of  Current  Structure 

Private  Sector  Delivery 

The  largest  strength  of  the  current  crop  insurance  program  structure  is  that  it  relies  on 
the  private  sector  almost  exclusively  for  the  delivery  of  the  crop  insurance  product.  A  network 
of  over  68,000  individuals  in  the  private  sector  currently  earn  part  or  all  of  their  income  through 
the  sale  and  service  of  Federally-reinsured  crop  insiuance.  This  labor  force  not  only  provides 
the  farmer-customer  with  convenient,  close-to-home  access  to  crop  insurance,  it  also  provides 
a  tremendous  boost  to  rural  development.  To  try  and  replicate  this  network  with  government 
employees  would  displace  these  individuals  as  well  as  be  enormously  costly. 

In  terms  of  convenience  to  the  farmer,  as  USDA  proceeds  to  consolidate  and  relocate 
offices  the  local  crop  insurance  agent  will  probably  be  much  closer  and  more  convenient  for  the 
farmer  than  the  new  FSA  office.  In  addition,  agents  make  house  calls.  Thus,  farmers  will  not 
have  to  stand  in  line  at  a  FSA  office. 

Another  strength  of  the  current  system  is  that  no  one  in  the  private  sector  earns  a  dime 
from  crop  insurance  unless  a  policy  is  sold.  However,  with  a  government  infrastructure, 
employees  must  be  paid  whether  policies  are  sold  or  not. 

Oversized  Bureaucracy 

A  weakness  of  the  current  structure  is  that  while  the  sale  of  government  policies  only 
accounts  for  eight  percent  of  premium,  approximately  21  percent  of  FCIC's  work  force  remains 
dedicated  to  servicing  that  business.  FCIC  has  173  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  personnel 
employed  in  Direct  Service  Offices  (DSOs)  and  Area  Claims  Offices  (ACOs)  that  deal  solely 
with  direct  government  policies.  One  must  remember  that  these  people  only  handle  the 
paperwork  —  a  private  contractor  sells  the  policy  and  a  private  contractor  adjusts  the  policy. 

As  a  positive,  FCIC  has  stated  that  it  will  be  phasing  out  direct  govenmient  policies 
begiiming  in  July  of  next  year  and  that  its  support  infrastructure  will  be  dismantled.  We  hope 
that  the  Administration  follows  through  with  this  plan  and  that  strong  consideration  be  given  to 
downsizing  the  agency,  not  merely  shifting  personnel,  when  that  transformation  takes  place. 
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Section  516(a)(1)  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act  states: 

The  Corporation  may  not  employ  more  than  two  hundred  additional 
permanent  full-time  employees,  in  excess  of  the  number  of  full-time  employees 
employed  by  the  Corporation  on  the  effective  date  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance 
Act  of  1980,  to  implement  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  except  in  the  case  of, 
and  only  during,  emergencies.    (7  U.S.C.  1516(a)(1).) 

That  statutory  language  effectively  caps  FCIC's  full-time  employees  at  760.  However,  instead 
of  treating  this  as  a  cap,  FCIC  has  treated  it  as  a  floor.  The  purpose  of  the  expansion  in  1980 
was  to  allow  FCIC  to  employ  additional  people  to  help  in  the  transition  of  the  business  to  the 
private  sector.  They  would  need  to  build  the  reinsurance  support  structure  while  maintaining 
the  government  policy  support  structure  until  the  shift  occurred.  The  shift  has  occiured.  While 
the  volimie  of  business  has  increased  substantially  due  to  the  private  sector  sales  force  and 
improvement  in  the  program  by  FCIC,  the  number  of  employees  has  remained  constant.  In  fact, 
FCIC  currently  funds  845  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  personnel  slots. 

FCIC  Field  Office  Closures 

Whatever  the  eventual  plan  for  direct  business  and  headquarters  reorganization,  we  would 
hope  that  the  Subcommittee  would  encourage  the  Department  to  allow  FCIC  to  go  forward  with 
its  plans  for  closure  of  some  of  the  DSOs  and  ACOs  immediately.  FCIC  had  undertaken 
internal  reorganization  studies  and  evaluations  prior  to  the  initiation  of  such  studies  by  the 
Department  as  a  whole.  In  the  field  office  area,  FCIC  had  proposed  that  20  of  its  54  ACOs  be 
closed.  These  were  included  as  part  of  the  original  field  office  closure  list  released  in  January 
of  this  year  by  former  Secretary  Madigan.  In  fact,  as  the  attached  list  of  those  20  offices 
reveals,  four  have  been  empty  for  over  9  months,  if  not  longer.  There  is  no  reason  why  FCIC 
should  not  be  allowed  to  proceed  with  further  closures  immediately. 

Duplicative  Bureaucracv 

In  1991,  as  part  of  its  own  internal  reorganization,  FCIC  reconfigured  its  field  service, 
field  underwriting,  and  compliance  field  offices  into  a  new  structure  consisting  of  Direct  Service 
Offices  (DSOs),  Regional  Service  Offices  (RSOs),  and  Compliance  Field  Offices  (CFOs).  In 
1991  there  were  a  total  of  32  FCIC  field  offices  in  21  different  locations  employing  446  FTEs. 
In  1992  there  remained  only  20  field  offices,  but  they  remained  in  17  different  locations  and  still 
employed  433  FTEs.  As  you  can  see,  what  sounds  like  the  closure  of  12  field  offices,  really 
only  meant  the  closure  of  4  locations  and  the  loss  of  13  personnel. 

In  addition,  the  new  RSOs  that  were  created  at  former  field  underwriting  office  locations 
added  a  new  layer  of  bureaucracy  to  the  reinsured  portion  of  FCIC's  book  of  business  that  had 
not  previously  existed.  These  10  offices  contain  approximately  186  FTEs  or  22  percent  of  its 
work  force.  While  continuing  to  perform  underwriting  functions,  they  otherwise  perform  largely 
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duplicative  functions  that  are  already  covered  at  headquarters.  In  addition,  reinsured  companies 
are  asked  to  consult  the  RSOs  on  questions  and  decisions  for  which  the  employees  in  the  RSOs 
lack  any  binding  authority  to  make.  Some  serious  consideration  should  be  given  to  streamlining 
this  part  of  the  operation  as  well. 

Greater  Utilization  of  Private  Sector  Expertise 

A  final  strength  of  the  current  system  which  has  not  yet  begun  to  be  tapped  is  the 
expertise  and  experience  of  the  private  sector  insurance  industry.  The  1990  Farm  Bill  contained 
language  which  added  additional  directives  to  the  existing  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act's  general 
directive  to  utilize  the  private  sector  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  that  Act  and  avoiding  duplication  of  functions  wherever  possible.  Specifically, 
section  507(c)  of  the  Act  states: 

In  the  administration  of  this  Chapter,  the  [FCIC]  Board  shall,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible, 

(2)  contract  with  private  insurance  companies,  private 
rating  bureaus,  and  other  organizations  as  appropriate  for  actuarial, 
loss  adjustment,  and  other  services  to  avoid  duplication  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  services  that  are  or  may  readily  be 
available  in  the  private  sector  .  .  .  (7  U.S.C.  1507(c).) 

To  date,  FCIC  has  failed  to  tap  the  potential  of  this  wellspring  of  expertise.  FCIC  has 
also  failed  to  utilize  its  other  authorities,  as  provided  by  7  U.S.C.  1508(b),  to  approve  for 
reinsurance,  premium  subsidy,  and/or  expense  reimbursement  alternative  and  supplemental  crop 
insurance  coverages  designed  by  the  private  sector. 

While  this  may  sound  like  a  policy  issue  versus  a  reorganization  one,  in  effect  it  is  both. 
As  one  considers  how  the  FCIC  should  continue  to  be  strucmred,  one  cannot  ignore  the 
capability  and  affordability  of  allowing  the  private  sector  to  perform  more  of  the  functions  now 
being  performed  by  the  government.  Of  course,  government  oversight  would  be  necessary  for 
such  a  system.  However,  the  number  of  personnel  and  cost  of  oversight  would  be  much  less 
than  the  cost  of  the  current  regime. 

The  New  FSA 

We  believe  that  the  placement  of  FCIC  within  the  range  of  programs  overseen  by  the 
Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services  is  a  wise  one  due  to  the 
interrelationship  of  the  programs  administered  there.  As  we  are  seeing  right  now,  there  is  a 
tremendous  amount  of  interaction  between  the  disaster  and  crop  insurance  programs.  While  we 
hope  to  do  away  with  disaster  programs  through  a  reformed  crop  insurance  program,  we  are 
already  seeing  the  fruits  of  having  both  programs  under  the  same  person  who  thereby  has  a 
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vested  interest  in  the  success  of  each  of  them. 

At  the  same  time,  we  do  have  some  concern  about  FCIC  merely  being  swallowed  up  by 
the  much  larger  agencies  slated  to  be  in  the  new  FSA.  In  addition,  we  have  grave  concerns 
about  any  attempt  to  have  the  FSA  try  and  become  the  lead  sales  agency  for  crop  insurance. 
As  noted  above,  one  of  the  strengths  of  the  current  system  is  the  local  agent  and  company 
network  of  over  68,000  individuals  whose  sole  focus  is  meeting  the  insurance  needs  of  farmers. 
The  farm  income  support  and  lending  programs  are  vastly  different  than  the  crop  insurance 
program. 

For  farmers  to  be  adequately  protected,  crop  insurance  must  be  sold,  even  if  a  portion 
is  given  away  for  little  or  no  charge.  Government  employees  are  not  trained,  nor  do  they  have 
experience,  in  sales.  It  is  also  evident  due  to  budgetary  constraints  that  whatever  may  be  given 
away  will  be  insufficient  to  meet  the  true  risk  management  needs  of  farmers.  Therefore,  it  will 
be  vital  to  maximize  the  opportunities  and  incentives  for  farmers  to  acquire  adequate  protection. 
These  opportunities  and  incentives  will  be  maximized  only  with  the  exclusive  delivery  of  both 
any  free  protection  and  additional  protection  by  the  private  sector. 

Due  to  the  unique  mission  of  FCIC  and  its  relationship  vnth  the  private  sector,  it 
needs  to  be  preserved  as  a  separate  entity  with  its  own  designated  stafY.  Unlike  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  FCIC  is  not  merely  a  conduit  for  payments  to  farmers.  There 
are  a  wide  variety  of  functions  performed  by  FCIC  persoimel,  arguably  some  that  could  be  done 
by  the  private  sector,  but  certainly  functions  which  are  best  performed  by  those  already  trained 
and  dedicated  exclusively  to  those  tasks. 

National  Appeals  Division 

Finally,  we  would  like  to  express  our  support  for  H.R.  2950,  the  USDA  National 
Appeals  Division  (USDA-NAD)  Act  of  1993.  We  worked  with  Senator  Conrad's  staff  to 
incorporate  coverage  of  FCIC  disputes  into  the  102nd  Congress  proposals  of  Senator  Conrad  and 
former  Representative,  now  Secretary  Espy.  Both  for  the  sake  of  streamlining  the  bureaucracy 
by  creating  one  appeals  staff  within  the  Department  and  for  preserving  the  due  process  rights 
of  all  participants  in  the  crop  insurance  program  —  farmers  and  companies  alike  —  we  believe 
the  proposed  USDA-NAD  would  be  a  giant  step  forward.  Therefore,  we  urge  the  Subcommittee 
to  include  the  provisions  of  that  legislation  in  H.R.  3171  or  whatever  other  vehicle  you- use  to 
move  the  reorganization  proposal  through  Congress. 

We  should  note  that  disputes  between  farmers  and  reinsured  private  companies  under 
H.R.  2950  based  on  the  terms  of  the  crop  insurance  contract  between  them  would  continue  to 
be  governed  by  the  terms  of  that  contract.  However,  determinations  made  by  FCIC  pursuant 
to  that  contract  would,  under  H.R.  2950,  be  subject  to  review  by  an  independent  body  if 
appealed.  Such  determinations  include  eligibility  to  participate  in  the  program  and  placement 
in  the  Nonstandard  Classification  System  (NCS). 
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Conclusion 

In  the  face  of  dwindling  Federal  budget  dollars,  crop  insurance  becomes  that  much 
greater  an  asset  to  farmers.  At  the  same  time,  however,  the  funds  which  limit  income  support 
to  the  farmer  also  limit  how  much  the  government  can  help  in  the  crop  insurance  arena.  That 
is  why  we  believe  so  strongly  that  the  public/private  partoership  that  has  been  forged  over  the 
past  13  years  m  the  crop  insurance  program  is  the  most  appropriate  programmatic  approach  as 
it  maximizes  the  benefits  to  the  government  and  to  farmers. 

We  hope  that  the  reorganization  of  the  Department,  combined  with  the  crop  insurance 
reform  plan  to  be  contemplated  by  the  Committee  in  the  near  future,  will  continue  to  build  on 
this  partoership  and  not  detract  from  it.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  this 
testimony.  If  you  have  any  questions  at  any  time,  we  would  be  more  dian  glad  to  be  of  any 
assistance. 
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USDA  FIELD  OFFICE  REORGANIZATION 
FCIC  COMPONENT 

FCIC  Offices  Scheduled  for  Closing  under  Final  Madigan  Plan  (All  are  Area  Claims  Offices  (ACOs)): 


SUte 

Office 

CA 

Woodland 

DE 

Dover 

FL 

Davie** 

ID 

Twin  Falls** 

lA 

Emmetsburg 

KY 

HarrodsbuTg 

MS 

Charleston 

MO 

Columbia 

MO 

Warrensburg 

NC 

Winston-Salem 

OK 

Durant** 

SC 

Spartansburg 

SC 

Kingstree 
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Rutledge 

TN 

Jackson 

TX 

College  Station' 

TX 

Edinburg 

VA 

South  Hill 

WA 

Spokane 

WI 

Stevens  Poim 

TOTALS: 

AmmalCost 
Sayings 

Units 

Emps. 

Work  To 

People  To 

$11,400 

428 

1 

Fresno,  ACO 

Sacramento  AMC* 

12,500 

383 

1 

Harrisburg,  PA  ACO 

Raleigh.  NC  AMC 

9,482 

308 

0 

Marianna  ACO 

Valdosta  RSO*** 
Marianna  ACO 

9,524 

322 

0 

Lewiston  ACO 

Springfield  RSO 

15,800 

1,918 

3 

Des  Moines  DSO**** 

Des  Moines  DSO 

10,736 

984 

1 

Hopkinsville  ACO 

Indianapolis  AMC 

17,000 

656 

2 

Clarendon,  AR  ACO 

DaUasAMC 

12,140 
13,752 

190 

753 

1 

2 

Mt.  Vernon,  IL  ACO 
Manhattan,  KS  ACO 

Kansas  City  AMC 
Kansas  City  AMC 

7,018 

1,381 

2 

Dunn  ACO 

Dunn  ACO 

10,816 

2208 

0 

Enid  ACO 

Oklahoma  City  RSO 

9,654 
9,369 

331 
804 

1 

2 

Columbia  DSO 
Columbia  DSO 

Terminate  Ten^  Appt. 
Columbia  DSO 

11,435 
8,204 

1398 
709 

1 
1 

Nashville  DSO 
Clarendon,  AR  ACO 

NashviUe  DSO 
Nashville  DSO 

14,600 
7,410 

615 
194 

0 
1 

Corsicana  ACO 
Hondo  ACO 

Dallas  AMC 
Dallas  AMC 

12,629 

826 

2 

Dunn,  NC  ACO 

Raleigh  AMC 

14,902 

483 

2 

Lewiston,  ID  ACO 

Spokane  RSO 
Terminate  Temp  Appt. 

8.900 
$227,271 

236 
15,133 

24 

Mankato,  MN 

St.  Paul,  MN  AMC 

*  AMC  is  the  acronym  for  FCIC's  Area  Claims  Offices. 

**  Indicates  that  office  is  already  closed. 

***         RSO  is  the  acronym  for  FCIC's  Regional  Service  Offices. 

**••        DSO  is  the  acronym  for  FCIC's  Direct  Service  Offices. 

NOTE:    If  a  state  is  not  listed  after  the  location  where  work  or  employee(s)  are  moved  to, 

the  new  location  is  in  the  same  state  as  the  ACO  scheduled  for  closing. 
COST  SAVINGS  CALCULATIONS:   $3,000/yr.  net  travel  per  ACO  Specialist;  $2,000/yr.  utUities;  Annual  lease  expense 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS® 

BEFORE  THE 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 

DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

on  the 

REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OCTOBER  13,  1993 


INTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  ot  the  Subcommittee,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
REALTORS*  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  written  testimony  regarding 
proposed  legislation  reorganizing  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture.   The  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  represents  a  wide  variety  of  housing  industry 
professionals  committed  to  the  development  and  preservation  of  the  nation's  housing 
stock  and  making  it  available  to  the  widest  range  of  potential  homebuyers. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  applauds  the  Administration's 
effort  to  undertake  the  awesome  task  of  reshaping  our  Federal  Government  to  ensure  an 
effective,  efficient,  and  responsive  government  that  "works  better  and  costs  less",  and  we 
stand  ready  to  work  with  Congress  and  the  Administration  to  achieve  this  important 
objective.   We  realize  that  measures  must  be  taken  to  reduce  the  federal  deficit  and  we 
welcome  the  Administration's  recognition  that  the  private  sector  is  the  engine  of 
economic  growth  and  that  new  alliances  must  be  forged  to  maximize  savings. 

More  specifically,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  commends 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  Mike  Espy  for  his  proposal  to  reorganize  USDA  by  streamlining 
offices,  promoting  more  efficient  delivery  of  services,  and  reducing  agency  expenditures. 
We  believe  his  reorganization  proposal  will  sharpen  the  focus  of  the  agency  and  provide 
a  higher  level  of  efficiency  and  service  to  USDA  customers. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  has 
been  actively  involved  in  working  with  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  of 
USDA  to  create  and  expand  homeownership  opportunities  in  rural  America  and  make 
available  affordable  mortgage  credit  to  rural  homebuyers.   FmHA  is  an  important  route 
for  thousands  of  rural  families  wishing  to  realize  the  American  dream  of  homeownership, 
and  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  works  diligently  with  FmHA  to 
ensure  productive  national  rural  housing  programs. 
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Through  its  Rural  Housing  Working  Group,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
REALTORS*  is  intimately  familiar  with,  and  a  strong  supporter  of,  the  rural  housing 
programs  under  FmHA  and  we  share  with  FmHA  a  mutual  commitment  to  promote  and 
improve  the  availability  and  affordability  of  rural  housing.  The  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  is  gratified  to  know  that  the  Administration,  and 
Secretary  Espy  in  particular,  is  committed  to  improving  rural  housing  and  we  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  work  with  them,  in  conjunction  with  Congress,  to  achieve  their  goals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  wholeheartedly 
supports  the  underlying  principles  of  Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  proposal:  (1) 
eliminating  red  tape;  (2)  putting  customers  first;  (3)  empowering  decision  making  at  its 
lowest  feasible  level;  and  (4)  returning  to  basics.   Clearly,  these  are  principles  that  are 
compatible  with  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
REALTORS*  and  other  entities  in  the  private  marketplace  which  are  also  undergoing 
reorganization  efforts  to  achieve  maximum  efficiency  and  productivity  as  a  contributing 
effort  to  the  goal  of  strengthening  our  national  ecc^nomy. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  believes  a  new  emphasis  on  rural 
economic  and  community  development  is  much-needed  because  rural  communities  are 
the  backbone  of  our  country  but  al.so  the  most  underserved  by  government.    As  a 
housing  entity  that  understands  well  the  homeownership  problems  within  our  rural 
communities,  the  thrust  of  Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  proposal  affecting  FmHA 
must  be  the  continued  preservation  and  effective  operation  of  FmHA  rural  housing 
programs,  an  adequate  funding  delivery  system,  appropriate  distribution  of  staff  and 
resources,  and  the  recognition  of  the  importance  of  the  relationship  of  rural  housing  to 
rural  economic  development. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  welcomes  the  opportunity  to  share 
its  comments  regarding  these  important  factors. 

I.         PRESERVATION  AND  OPERATION  OF  RURAL  HOUSING  PROGRAMS 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  recognizes  that  millions  of  families 
in  small  towns  and  rural  areas  are  burdened  with  serious  housing  problems,  and  are 
either  living  in  physically  inadequate  or  overcrowded  units  or  carrying  an  unaffordable 
cost  burden.   Housing  costs  are  consuming  more  and  more  of  the  typical  low-income 
rural  family's  budget  and  it  is  affecting  renters  and  homeowners  alike.   There  is  even 
evidence  of  widespread  homelessncss  within  rural  communities  whose  cause  can  be 
attributed  to  the  impact  of  high  costs  and  low  affordability. 

The  FmHA  housing  programs  (Section  502  direct  loans.  Section  502  guaranteed  loans, 
and  Section  515  rural  rental  assistance)  repre.sent  the  most  important  source  of  housing 
assistance  for  rural  homebuyers  and  renters,  and  it  is  imperative  that  sufficient  federal 
assistance  be  preserved  under  each  program  to  meet  the  overwhelming  housing  needs  of 
our  rural  communities. 
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The  Section  502  direct  loan  program  is  the  basic  FmHA  individual  homeownership  loan 
program  that  has  consistently  and  successfully  afforded  homeownership  to  low-  and  very- 
low-income,  rural  homebuyers.   However,  the  program  encounters  continuous  backlogs  of 
applications  for  assistance  because  of  funding  shortages.    In  fiscal  year  1992  only  one 
third  of  eligible  applicants  received  loans,  and  in  fiscal  year  1993  funding  for  the  loan 
program  was  completely  depleted  by  April  1993. 

The  Section  502  guaranteed  loan  program  has  been  instrumental  in  providing  thousands 
of  homeownership  opportunities  for  moderate-income,  rural  homebuyers  in  its  brief 
history.   The  guaranteed  loan  program  provides  a  sound  system  for  delivering  housing 
assistance  in  rural  areas  not  adequately  served  by  alternative  sources  of  mortgage  credit. 
However,  the  immediate  success  of  the  program  and  the  demand  for  housing  assistance 
through  it  resulted  in  the  expiration  of  its  fiscal  year  1993  allocation. 

The  Section  515  rural  rental  housing  program  provides  direct  loans  to  sponsors  of 
multifamily  rental  housing  projects  to  create  housing  opportunities  for  rural  renters. 
Affordable  rental  housing  is  a  key  stepping-stone  to  homeownership.    However, 
affordable  rental  units  are  in  short  supply  because  rural  housing  starts  in  general  have 
not  kept  pace  with  demand  and  the  federal  commitment  to  fund  the  program  has  not 
been  strong. 

Given  the  aim  of  the  USDA  reorganization  proposal  is  to  improve  the  delivery  of 
seivices  to  rural  communities,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS® 
believes  a  natural  starting  point  to  accomplishing  this  objective  is  to  increase  the  federal 
commitment  to  rural  housing.   Second,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 
REALTORS*  encourages  careful  .scrutiny  of  FmHA  rural  housing  programs  for 
legislative  and  regulatory  barriers  and  consider  initiatives  that  ensure  their  efficient 
operation.    Finally,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  encourages 
increased  promotion  to  ensure  maximum  outreach  to  riiral  housing  customers. 

2.         ADEOUATE  FUNDING  DELIVERY  SYSTEM 

Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  plan  proposes  the  creation  of  the  Rural  Community 
Development  Service  (RCDS)  under  the  auspices  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Rural 
Economic  and  Community  Development  (RECD).  The  RCDS  will  be  one  of  three  new 
organizations  under  the  RECD  to  addre.ss  our  nation's  rural  development  needs, 
complemented  by  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  and  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative 
Development  Service. 

The  RCDS  would  include  the  rural  housing  programs  under  FmHA  and  the  rural 
community  loan  programs  of  the  Rural  Development  Administration  and  the  Rural 
Electrification  Administration.  The  programs  to  be  administered  by  RCDS  touch  the 
lives  of  millions  of  economically  disadvantaged  rural  Americans  requiring  housing  and 
community  facilities. 

A  principal  characteristic  of  rural  America  is  its  geographically  dispersed  population. 
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Many  rural  Americans  have  limited  means  of  travel;  thus,  the  county  field  office  structure 
of  FmHA  provides  a  useful  function  through  its  localized  accessibility.   For  example,  one 
of  the  hallmarks  of  the  FmHA  Section  502  direct  loan  program  is  the  localized  access  of 
the  county  field  offices  that  provides  a  sense  of  convenience  to  its  housing  clients.   As 
Congress  considers  an  appropriate  regional  structure,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION 
OF  REALTORS*  encourages  a  locally  based  delivery  system  coupled  with  a  state 
director  system  to  ensure  proper  access,  management,  and  operation  of  housing 
programs. 

With  regards  to  lending  and  loan  servicing  activities,  the  RCDS  would  be  the  largest  of 
the  three  agencies  with  programs  under  its  jurisdiction  comprising  over  $4  billion  in 
annual  lending  activity  and  related  assistance  and  a  combined  portfolio  of  over  $25 
billion.   Because  FmHA  rural  housing  programs  comprise  the  largest  share  of  direct 
lending,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®    believes  it  appropriate  to 
entitle  RCDS  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development  Service  to  reflect  the 
critical  mission  and  purpose  of  the  new  agency. 

3.         APPROPRIATE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  STAFF  AND  RESOURCES 

Currently,  FmHA  maintains  46  state  offices  and  a  considerable  number  of  county  offices 
throughout  the  country.   District  offices  were  added  during  the  Carter  Administration  to 
minimize  the  administrative  responsibilities  of  the  individual  county  offices  and  to  be 
contiguous  with  established  substate  districts. 

Theoretically,  the  district  offices  are  responsible  for  multifamily  lending  and  servicing; 
county  offices  are  responsible  for  single  family  housing  activities  and  other  supervisory 
functions;  and  state  offices  administer  program  operations  and  state  allocations  and 
perform  review  of  rural  rental  housing  loan  applications.    In  practicality,  though,  some 
offices  perform  duplication  of  services.   Additionally,  some  offices  experience  functional 
inactivity  or  are  within  close  proximity  to  other  offices  rendering  their  .services 
unwarranted. 

While  the  specific  details  of  Secretary  Espy's  field  reorganization  plan  have  not  been 
divulged,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  believes  it  is  imperative 
that  appropriate  staff  and  resources  be  provided  to  prevent  disruption  of  services, 
improper  program  operations,  and  inadequate  outreach.    Ideally,  workforce  should  match 
workload  and  rural  constituencies  are  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  such  considerations. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  is  intrigued  by  Secretary  Espy's 
plan  proposing  "one-stop  shopping"  centers,  con.solidating  several  functions  into  a  single 
entity  to  achieve  higher  quality  and  greater  efficiency  of  .services.   The  NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  is  supportive  of  this  initiative  provided  the  proposed 
centers  are  easily  accessible  and  tailored  to  meet  the  particular  needs  of  the  rural 
communities  they  will  serve. 

Additionally,  the  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS®  encourages  the 
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implementation  of  new  technologies  that  hasten  the  delivery  of  services  and  the 
formation  of  linkages  with  private  sector  entities  that  facilitate  customer  usage  of  USDA 
services.   We  believe  creation  of  these  initiatives,  provided  through  the  centers,  will  truly 
benefit  the  USDA  customer,  enhance  the  mission  of  the  Department,  and  contribute 
toward  its  modernization  and  economical  management. 

4.         RELATIONSHIP  OF  HOUSING  TO  RURAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  welcomes  the  mission  the 
Administration  has  undertaken  to  increase  rural  development  activity  to  revitalize  rural 
communities  and  improve  the  rural  economy.   As  part  of  his  USDA  reorganization 
proposal,  Secretary  Espy  is  committed  to  improving  rural  housing  as  a  method  of 
revitalizing  rural  communities. 

The  rural  housing  programs  under  FmHA  offer  tremendous  opportunities  that  are 
instrumental  in  expanding  our  national  economy  and  spurring  economic  growth.    It  is 
important  to  note  that  the  FmHA  housing  programs  have  created  new  jobs,  generated 
significant  federal,  state,  and  local  tax  revenues,  and  stimulated  the  construction  of  new 
homes  and  rental  housing  units. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  firmly  believes  that  any  effort 
aimed  at  increasing  investment  in  rural  communities  and  revitalizing  the  rural  economy 
must  include  an  expansion  of  capital  flowing  into  rural  areas.   Not  only  must  lending 
opportunities  be  increased  to  stimulate  rural  business  development  but  mortgage  credit 
competition  must  be  stimulated  to  create  flnance  options  for  rural  homebuyers. 

A  principal  factor  that  is  hampering  rural  homeownership  opportunities  is  the  lack  of 
mortgage  credit  options  in  rural  areas.   Mortgage  bankers,  the  traditional  source  of 
residential  lending,  tend  to  concentrate  their  activities  in  large  population  centers  rather 
than  rural  areas  because  of  low  loan  volume  in  rural  communities.   The  small 
commercial  bankers,  the  staple  of  community  lending  because  of  their  specialized 
services,  have  been  less  inclined  to  finance  rural  housing  primarily  because  of  the  high- 
risk  characteristics  associated  with  rural  borrowers. 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  believes  a  federal  partnership  with 
private  market  entities  is  the  key  component  to  ensuring  that  rural  homebuyers  have 
equal  access  to  competitively  priced  credit  as  their  metropolitan  counterparts.    We 
encourage  a  USDA  working  partnership  with  the  rural  secondary  markets  to  determine 
where  credit  enhancement  will  have  the  greatest  impact  to  foster  homeownership  and  to 
broaden  the  flow  of  capital  to  stimulate  housing  production  and  investment. 

CONCLUSION 

The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  appreciates  this  opportunity  to 
submit  written  testimony  regarding  the  reorganization  of  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  we  commend  the  Subcommittee  for  its  continued  support  of  FmHA 
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rural  housing  programs. 


The  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  REALTORS*  welcomes  the  opportunity  to  work 
with  the  Subcommittee  and  Congress  as  it  develops  legislation  reorganizing  the 
Department,  and  we  stand  ready  to  make  available  the  benefits  of  our  knowledge  of  real 
estate  and  our  technical  resources  to  make  USDA  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  rural 
America. 
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2  November  1993 


The  Honorable  Charies  W.  Stcnholm 

United  Stales  House  of  Reptesentatives 

House  Committee  on  Agriculture 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Nntrition 

121 1  Longworth  House  Office  Bldg. 

Washington.  DC  203 IS 

Dear  Congressman  Stenholm: 

I  am  pleased  on  behalf  of  die  American  Society  of  Agricultural  Engineers  (ASAE) 
to  comment  on  proposed  HR  3171,  lie  Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of 
1993. 

The  ASAE  is  a  professional  and  technical  organization  of  10,000  members 
dedicated  to  the  advancement  of  engineering  In  agriculture,  food  ,  and  biological  systems. 
Our  members  turn  ideas  into  systems  and  equipment  for  the  benefit  of  society.  ASAE 
was  established  in  1907.  Our  members  have  contributed  to  the  mechanization  of 
agriculture  which  has  led  to  the  kind  of  productivity  that  American  agriculture  enjoys 
today.  We  are  committed  to  increasing  productive  efficiency  dirough  the  sustainable 
application  of  engineering  and  technology  while  enhancing  the  environroenL 

We  aie  in  agreement  with  the  concerns  offered  to  the  subcontunittee  by  Dr.  R. 
Rodney  Foil  on  behalf  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Universities  and  Land  Grant 
Colleges  C^ASULGC).  It  is  vitally  important  that  the  state-federal-univcrsity  partnership 
as  described  by  NASULGC  continue. 

The  NASULGC  testimony  calls  for  die  establishment  of  the  Cooperative  State 
Research  and  Education  Service.  This  testimony  explains  the  rationale  and  advantages  of 
diis  proposed  alternative.  We  strongly  support  this  proposal.  We  believe  it  provides  a 
mote  appropriate  distribution  of  resources  among  component  organizations  under  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Research,  Education  and  Extension.  It  also  offers  a  more  practical 
approach  to  the  management  of  both  intramural  and  extramural  resources. 

The  NASULGC  proposal  also  makes  a  number  of  otiier  suggestions  for  simplifying 
the  USDA  and  establishing  a  means  for  providing  coordinated  and  cooperative  programs 
across  aH  parts  of  the  science  and  education  sector. 

It  is  our  belief  that  die  NASULGC  proposal  is  a  significant  enhancement  to  HR 
317 1  and  we  urge  you  to  incorporate  these  suggestions.  Beneflts  to  the  entire  agricultural 
comrouiuty  aie  evident  and  the  real  beneficiaries  are  the  Ameiican  people. 

Thanlc  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 


;;^f^^m/i/^^~ 


N.  R.  Scott 
President 


J.Becker 
R.  Castenson 
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THE  SOCIETY  FOR  NUTRITION  EDUCATION 

on 
HR  3171,  Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993 


Presented  "for  the  record"  to  the: 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations  and  Nutrition 

Committee  on  Agriculture 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 


October  29, 1993 
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The  Society  for  Nutrition  Education  (SNE)  is  the  premier  professional 
association  committed  to  linking  nutrition,  food  and  education.   The  Society's 
mission  to  enhance  the  ability  of  its  members  to  help  the  public  make  informed 
food  choices  is  achieved  through  nutrition  education,  research,  and  public  policy 
activities. 

We  appreciate  the  opportimity  to  present  testimony  "for  the  record"  regarding 
HR  3171,  the  "Department  of  Agrioiltixre  Reorganization  Act  of  1993."   Because  SNE 
members  are  a  unique  combination  of  professionals  who  share  a  common  commit- 
ment to  nutrition  education,  our  remarks  will  focus  on  the  bill's  proposed  reorgani- 
zation plan  in  the  area  of  food,  nutrition  and  consumer  services. 

The  Society  for  Nutrition  Education  strongly  supports  the  proposal  to  elevate  the 
position  of  assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  to  Under  Secretary 
for  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services.  This  reorganization  is  a  clear  recogni- 
tion of  the  importance  of  USDA's  food  and  nutrition  programs  and  related  federal 
outlays.  Further,  it  forges  an  even  stronger  link  between  the  food  production  and 
the  food  consumption  functions  of  the  Department. 

The  Society  further  endorses  and  strongly  supports  the  proposed  creation  of  the 
Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  for  two  reasons.   First,  this  unit  would  be 
able  to  focus  professional  attention  on  the  need  to  tie  nutrition  education  with 
USDA  food  delivery  programs.   Currently,  USDA's  food  and  nutrition  programs 
serve  over  27  million  people  at  an  annual  cost  of  $24  billion  dollars,  accounting  for 
over  half  of  the  Department's  budget    While  most  of  these  programs  do  an  efficient 
job  of  food  delivery  and  distribution,  ^^dly  nutrition  education  has  never  been  fully 
integrated  into  program  operations.  Ti  2  dear  exception  to  this  is  the  WIC  Program 
(Supplemental  Food  Program  for  Women,  Infants  and  Children),  which  provides  a 
package  of  nutritious  food,  assessment  of  health  statvis  and  referrals  to  the  health 
system,  along  with  nutrition  education.   Studies  have  clearly  shown  that  WIC  is  a 
cost-effective  program,  returning  more  in  benefits  of  improved  health  and  well- 
being  of  pregnant  women,  infants  and  growing  children,  than  the  input  cost  in 
federal  dollars.  We  believe  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  WIC  is  so  cost-effective  is 
that  nutrition  education  is  integrated  with  food  delivery,  so  that  participants  learn 
to  make  informed  food  choices. 

SNE  believes  that  enhanced  efforts  to  link  nutrition  education  with  food 
delivery  in  other  USDA  food  and  nutrition  programs,  like  food  stamps  as  well  as 
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schcx)l  breakfast  and  lunch,  must  be  forthcoming.   The  creation  of  the  Nutrition 
Research  and  Education  Service,  combined  with  an  increased  priority  and  visibility 
for  nutrition  within  USDA,  can  help  achieve  this  goal. 

The  second  reason  why  we  support  the  creation  of  the  Nutrition  Research  and 
Education  Service  is  to  provide  a  structure  for  lirUdng  research  and  education  efforts 
in  nutrition.   For  the  sake  of  clarification,  nutrition  research  can  be  broadly 
conceptualized  in  three  domains: 

•basic,  nutrition  science  research; 

•nutrition  monitoring  and  related  research; 

•applied  research  related  to  nutrition  education  and  service  delivery. 

How,  then,  does  each  of  these  research  areas  link  to  education?  According  to  the 
"1991  Report  on  USDA  Human  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Activities," 
published  in  December  1992,  basic,  nutrition  science  research  program  (such  as  that 
now  carried  on  in  the  five  USDA/ARS'  Human  Nutrition  Research  Centers  and  the 
CSRS/land  grant  university  nutrition  research  partnership)  conducts  research  on 
normal  requirements  for  nutrients  and  the  role  of  nutrition  in  health  promotion 
and  prevention  of  diet-related  disorders,  thus  providing  the  science  base  for  the 
content  of  our  nutrition  education  message. 

The  nutrition  morutoring  and  related  research  program  is  designed  to  provide 
information  on  the  current  dietary  and  nutritional  status  of  the  American  people. 
The  Ten-Year  Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  National  Nutrition  Monitoring  and 
Related  Research  Program  (Federal  Register.  Jvme  11, 1993)  describes  well  the 
liiUcages  between  research  and  education  by  identifying  three  major  foci: 
measurement  component  areas,  related  research,  and  information  exchange  and 
dissemination.    Five  measurement  component  areas  in  the  research  endeavor  are 
recognized: 

•nutrition  and  related  health  measurements; 
•food  and  nutrient  consumption; 
•knowledge,  attitudes,  and  behavior  assessments; 
•food  composition  and  nutrient  data  bases;  and 
•food  supply  determinations. 
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USDA  agencies  are  identified  in  that  report  as  having  responsibility  in  each  of  these 
five  areas. 

Often  overlooked  in  the  research/education  discussion  is  that  research  which  is 
related  to  nutrition  education  and  service  delivery.   SNE  believes  strongly  that 
research  enhances  practice,  but  practice  must  be  used  to  inform  research  and  guide 
its  direction.^ 

But,  for  all  too  long,  funding  for  applied  nutrition  education  research  through 
USDA  has  been  lacking.  We  need  a  better  understanding  of  the  food  decision- 
making process  and  the  means  by  which  we  can  successfully  change  eating  behavior. 
We  need  to  evaluate  the  long-term  outcomes  of  nutrition  education  as  well  as  its 
economic  benefits.  We  also  need  to  build  a  research  base  for  integrating  nuti-ition 
education  into  the  health  care  system,  for  effectively  using  multiple  intervention 
channels  (such  as  schools  or  worksites),  and  for  establishing  standards  of  practice,  i.e. 
how  much  and  what  kind  of  "change"  must  be  produced  to  say  nutrition  education 
is  successful?   Further,  we  must  study  innovative  techniques  for  reaching  diverse 
population  groups  and  those  living  in  rural  areas. 

USDA  is  the  "natural  laboratory"  for  conducting  and  supporting  this  type  of 
research.   Practitioners,  such  as  local  agents  in  Cooperative  Extension,  nutritionists 
working  with  the  WIC  program,  or  school  lunch  personnel,  can  identify  nutrition 
education  needs  and  preferred  intervention  strategies  of  their  clients.  Together  with 
nutrition  education  researchers  (including  professionals  in  the  outreach  arm  of  land 
grant  universities  such  as  Coop>erative  Extension  personnel),  workable  solutions  can 
be  developed  and  sent  "back  into  the  field"  for  testing  and  evaluation.  This  type  of 
collaboration  will  help  research  to  guide  practice  and  will  allow  practitioners  to 
inform  researchers  as  to  what  needs  to  be  investigated. 

Further,  USDA  food  programs  provide  an  ideal  forvmi  by  which  nutrition 
education  can  be  integrated  into  all  food  assistance  programs.  A  program  such  as 
the  Expanded  Food  and  Nutiition  Education  Program  (FFNEEP)  could  provide 
nutrition  education  for  recipients  of  the  Food  Stamp  program  and  the  National 
School  Lunch/ Breakfast  programs.  The  linkages  which  have  already  begun  between 


^Anderson,  J.E.L.   "What  Should  be  Next  for  Nutrition  Education?"   Presented  at 
the  Atwater  Nutrition  Conference,  Washington  DC,  June  1993. 
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EFNEP  cind  WIC  should  be  enhanced.  In  all  of  these  efforts,  the  target  audience 
must  be  involved  in  order  to  identify  specific  needs  and  preferred  methods  of 
information  transfer. 

However,  we  must  guard  against  thinking  of  nutrition  education  as  simply  a 
promotional  campaign.   If  the  desired  changes  in  behavior  are  to  occur,  it  must  be 
an  ongoing  sustainable  effort.  We  must  not  create  awareness  of  the  importance  of 
nutrition  through  the  media  without  providing  substantial  support  and  continued 
backup.   Linking  food  delivery  with  nutrition  education  makes  perfect  sense— a  cost- 
effective  means  for  enabling  Americans  to  make  informed  food  choices  throughout 
their  lives. 

Thank  you  for  requesting  input  on  the  proposed  reorganization  plan  and  for  the 
opportunity  to  share  our  views. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD 

OF 

THE  COUNCIL  FOR  RURAL  HOUSING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

to  the 

HOUSE  AGRICULTURE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT 
OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRTOON 

on  the 

REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

October  13,  1993 


The  Council  for  Rural  Housing  and  Development  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  this 
statement  regarding  reorganization  at  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  thanks  the 
Subconmiittee  for  its  consideration  of  our  views. 

By  way  of  background,  the  Council  for  Rural  Housing  and  Development  (CRHD)  is  a 
national  association  made  up  of  over  365  organizations,  including  22  affiliated  state 
associations,  of  individuals  involved  in  all  aspects  of  the  Section  515  rural  rental  housing 
program  through  the  Fanners  Home  Administration.  Since  our  inception  in  1980,  CRHD 
has  been  representing  before  Congress  and  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA), 
managers,  developers,  financiers,  market  analysts,  and  all  others  involved  in  the  program. 

As  the  Committee  considers  reorganization,  we  hope  you  will  keep  in  mind  the  importance 
of  USDA's  rural  housing  programs  to  millions  of  low-income  Americans.  We  believe  the 
Agency  which  is  proposed  to  house  the  rural  housing  programs,  the  Rural  Community 
Development  Service,  should  be  named  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development 
Service,  particularly  since  housing  represents  the  largest  USDA  development  effort  and 
almost  92  percent  of  the  proposed  Service's  program  inventory.  This  name  would  more 
accurately  reflect  the  mission  of  the  Service  and  provide  the  housing  programs  with  the 
appropriate  emphasis  that  they  deserve. 

We  are  deeply  concerned  that  adequate  funding  and  staffing  be  provided  this  Service  to 
carry  out  the  programs  under  its  jurisdiction.  With  respect  to  the  Section  515  program  in 
particular,  we  are  aware  that  recently  in  some  states,  personnel  who  have  retired  or  moved 
to  other  Agencies  have  not  been  replaced.  This  has  put  a  significant  burden  on  the  limited 
staff  remaining  to  administer  what  has  become  a  highly  sophisticated  program.   We  hope 
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that  any  reorganization  plan  would  recognize  the  need  for  adequate  staffing  for  the  housing 
programs. 

One  of  the  primary  reasons  for  the  success  of  the  FmHA  housing  programs  has  been  the 
servicing  and  delivery  system  allowed  by  the  network  of  field  offices.  While  we  support 
increased  efficiency  in  government  spending  and  would  object  to  any  unnecessary  USDA 
offices  remaining  open,  we  urge  the  Committee  to  carefully  consider  the  consequences  of 
removing  localized  servicing  capabilities,  especially  for  the  Section  515  program.  We  would 
agree  that  loan  processing  of  the  Section  515  program  could  effectively  be  moved  to  the 
State  level,  but  we  believe  it  is  important  that  servicing  remain  on  the  local  level.  The 
District  Offices  have  made  it  possible  for  the  Agency,  the  borrower,  and  residents  of  the 
housing  to  identify  and  resolve  problems  quickly  and  before  they  escalate  for  the  very 
reason  of  this  proximity. 

For  purposes  of  the  Section  502  single  family  program,  both  servicing  and  processing  must 
be  at  the  local  level  to  provide  the  necessary  access  to  the  low  income  people  the  program 
is  meant  to  serve. 

We  urge  you  to  continue  to  provide  for  a  state  director  system,  similar  to  that  of  the  current 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  a  substate  delivery  system  which  will  provide  access  to 
the  population  and  accommodate  both  existing  workloads  and  the  need  for  assistance.  Each 
state  should  have  the  appropriate  number  of  local  offices,  depending  upon  the  size  of  the 
state  and  the  level  of  activity  within  it. 

We  believe  that  these  goals  can  be  met  without  impeding  efforts  to  consolidate  and  close 
unnecessary  offices.  We  again  thank  you  for  consideration  of  our  views  and  would  be 
happy  to  provide  you  with  any  additional  information  upon  your  request. 
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Written 

Testimony  of  the  Navajo  Nation 

Submitted  to  the 

House  Agriculture  Committee 

Regarding  the  IHearing  on  the 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization 

Held  on  October  13,1 993 


Introduction 

The  Navajo  Nation  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  submit  written  comnnents  to 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  regarding  President  Clinton's  proposal  to 
reorganize  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA).  The  Navajo  Nation  requests 
that  these  comments  become  part  of  the  hearing  record  on  this  matter.  The  Navajo 
Nation  supports  and  encourages  President  Clinton  and  Secretary  Espy's  efforts  to 
make  the  United  States  government  more  cost  effective  and  responsive  to  the  real 
needs  of  all  Americans,  including  American  Indians.  The  process  of  reinventing 
government  is  an  opportunity  for  Indian  tribes  and  the  federal  government  to  address 
long-standing  inequities  regarding  the  lack  of  technical  and  financial  assistance  to 
Indian  tribes  commensurate  with  the  magnitude  of  Indian  needs.  Indian  tribes'  access 
to,  participation  in,  and  benefits  from  such  USDA  programs  have  been  historically  far 
less  than  the  levels  of  participation  and  benefits  enjoyed  by  the  rest  of  rural  America. 

The  Navajo  Nation 

The  Navajo  Nation  is  the  largest  and  most  populous  Indian  tribe  in  America,  with 
over  219,000  members.  The  Navajo  Nation  encompasses  almost  one-third  of  all 
Indian  lands  in  the  lower  48  states,  with  jurisdiction  over  17.5  million  acres  (as  large 
as  the  state  of  West  Virginia)  of  arid  and  semi-arid  mesas  and  plateaus.  The  Navajo 
Nation  spans  portions  of  twelve  counties  in  New  Mexico,  Arizona  and  Utah,  which 
creates  unique  challenges  for  the  traditional  USDA  county-based  service  delivery 
system. 

The  Navajo  people  are  among  the  poorest  of  America's  rural  poor,  with  56.1 
percent  of  Navajo  people  living  below  the  poverty  level  (compared  to  13.1  percent 
nationwide)  and  a  median  household  income  of  $10,433  (compared  to  the  U.S. 
median  income  in  1992  of  S30,786).  The  Navajo  Nation  suffers  from  enormous 
deficits  in  all  areas  critical  to  prosperous  rural  livelihoods  and  well-being.  Half  of  the 
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Navajo  people  live  in  substandard  housing  without  running  water,  electricity  or  safe 
waste  disposal  facilities.  Navajo  rangelands,  farmlands  and  rural  communities  are 
today  well  below  their  potential  for  economic  and  social  productivity.  Many  of  our 
people  are  largely  dependent  on  family  flocks  of  sheep  and  goats  and  produce  from 
their  small  farms  for  their  subsistence  livelihoods.  Our  needs  are  commensurately 
vast  and  diverse  in  areas  traditionally  served  by  the  USDA,  yet  the  Navajo  Nation  nor 
Indian  country  has  yet  to  receive  the  benefits  afforded  many  other  rural  communities 
in  America. 

Overview  of  Navaio  Nation  -  USDA  Relations 

The  basic  principles  which  must  guide  all  dealings  between  the  USDA  and  the 
Navajo  Nation,  and  other  Indian  tribes,  include:  acknowledgement  of  and  respect  for 
Indian  tribal  sovereignty;  commitment  to  strengthening  the  federal  government-to-tribal 
government  relationship;  and  clear  recognition  that  the  federal  trust  responsibility  to 
Indian  tribes  is  not  the  special  province  of  one  agency,  but  rather  is  shared  equally  by 
all  federal  agencies  in  the  U.S.  government. 

The  Navajo  Nation  appreciates  that  the  USDA  is  mandated  by  Congress  to  be 
the  lead  federal  agency  to  enhance  and  support  rural  development.  We  further 
appreciate  the  additional  emphasis  given  this  mandate  in  Secretary  Espy's  plans  to 
reorganize  the  USDA.  Historically,  the  Navajo  Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes  have 
been  underserved  by  USDA  in  rural  development,  education  and  natural  resources 
conservation  programs.  This  imbalance  may  be  attributed  to  past,  and  in  some  cases, 
continuing  cultural,  logistical,  administrative  and  legislative  constraints  and  barriers. 
Secretary  Espy  has  named  rural  development  as  one  of  the  six  key  functions  for 
reorganization;  therefore,  the  Navaio  Nation  seeks  explicit  policy  direction  gnd 
guidance  of  Congress  to  encouraoe  the  USDA  to  exercise  f  ullv  its  responsibility  to  lead 
and  coordinate  phased  multi-vear  acareaated  federal  rural  development  assistance 
targeted  to  the  Navajo  Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes. 

The  Navajo  Nation  worked  directly  with  former  Secretary  Edward  Madigan  and 
his  staff  toward  streamlining  USDA  service  delivery  to  the  Navajo  Nation.  The  result 
was  the  willingness  of  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS), 
the  Farmers'  Home  Administration  (FhMA),  the  Rural  Development  Administration 
(RDA),  and  the  Cooperative  Extension  Service  (CES)  to  adapt  their  program  delivery 
systems  to  the  unique  conditions  of  the  Navajo  Nation.  Peterson  Zah,  President  of  the 
Navajo  Nation,  met  with  Deputy  Secretary  Richard  Rominger  on  June  17,  1993  to 
urge  full  participation  of  the  Navajo  Nation  in  all  USDA  agriculture,  conservation,  rural 
development  and  natural  resources  education  programs.  Mr.  Rominger  assured 
President  Zah  that  the  Navajo  Nation's  concerns  would  be  relayed  to  Secretary  Espy 
and  stated  that  the  USDA  is  committed  to  improving  service  delivery  to  Indian  tribes. 
We  look  forward  to  following  up  to  that  meeting  and  working  with  Secretary  Espy  and 
his  staff.  Consolidation  and  streamlining  of  service  delivery  systems  is  only  the  first 


654 


step  toward  improved  services  to  the  Navajo  Nation.  In  addition,  we  will  need  a  real 
willingness  from  USDA  to  work  with  Indian  tribes. 

While  much  remains  to  be  accomplished,  some  important  progress  has  been 
made  in  USDA-Navajo  Nation  relations  during  the  past  ten  years,  particularly  in  regard 
to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS).   This  progress  includes: 

•  formation  In  1 983  of  the  first  Indian  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  Districts  under 
tribal  law,  and  staffing  of  those  districts  by  the  SCS; 

•  consolidation  and  streamlining  of  nearly  all  SCS  program  delivery  to  the  Navajo 
Nation; 

•  provision  of  a  full-time  SCS  Watershed  Planning  Team  to  the  Navajo  Nation 
(scheduled  to  take  effect  in  FY  1994); 

•  nearly  complete  negotiations  with  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  for  the  realignment  and  consolidation  of  ASCS 
program  delivery  to  Navajo  people,  including  the  creation  of  a  unified  Navajo 
Agricultural  Conservation  Program; 

•  negotiations  in  progress  with  the  Farmers'  Home  Administration  to  facilitate 
housing  loans  to  Navajo  people; 

•  establishment  to  date  of  two  full-time  Extension  Service  positions  on  the  Navajo 
Nation. 

This  progress,  while  important,  indicates  further  opportunities  to  build  a  truly  effective 
and  comprehensive  USOA-Navajo  Nation  cooperative  relationship  that  will  bring  us 
closer  to  achieving  Navajo  rural  development  and  resource  conservation  goals. 

USDA  Service  Centers 

The  Navajo  Nation  supports  Secretary  Espy's  intent  to  improve  the  cost- 
effectiveness  of  delivery  of  services  to  its  "customers."  We  understand  that  USDA 
will  accomplish  this  goal  by  merging  and  combining  the  responsibilities  of  current 
agencies  to  improve  access  and  increase  effective  coordination  among  programs. 
However,  the  Navajo  Nation  is  greatly  concerned  that  the  consolidation  of  USDA 
offices  throughout  the  United  States  may  not  take  into  account  significant  regional 
differences  of  geography  and  rural  population  distribution.  We  emphasize  again  that 
the  Navajo  Nation  is  a  sovereign  entity  with  jurisdiction  over  an  area  larger  than  the 
states  of  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  Delaware  and  Rhode  Island 
combined.  The  Navajo  Nation  is  organized  by  distinct  governmental  and  administrative 
regions  (chapters,  districts,  agencies)  that  do  not  accord  with  state  and  county 
boundaries. 
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The  Navajo  Nation  urges  that  the  USDA  consider  the  specific  needs  of  the 
Navajo  Nation  and  other  Indian  tribes  as  plans  are  finalized  for  the  consolidation  of 
USDA  program  offices  into  "Service  Centers."  It  will  not  serve  the  intent  of  the 
reorganization  of  USDA  nor  the  USDA's  mandate  to  extend  its  assistance  to  all  rural 
Americans,  including  American  Indians  if  existing  USDA  offices  in  the  Navajo  or  other 
Indian  nations  are  closed  or  consolidated  off-reservation. 

It  has  only  been  a  relatively  few  years  that  USDA  has  had  any  noticeable 
presence  on  Indian  lands.  Historically,  Indian  people  have  been  forced  to  travel  long 
distances  to  get  to  off-reservation  USDA  offices  -  -  even  in  counties  where  the  Indians 
are  the  majority  population  and  those  in  greatest  need.  Given  the  lack  of  adequate  all- 
weather  roads  and  other  communications  facilities  on  Indian  lands,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  many  Indian  people  are  still  unaware  and  are  not  unavailing  themselves  of  many 
USDA  program  services. 

The  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1990  intended  to  address  this  short-fall  by 
directing  USDA  to  establish  program  offices  at  Indian  tribal  headquarters.  While  the 
record  is  not  clear  on  how  many  new  offices  have  actually  been  established  since 
1990  to  serve  Indian  tribes,  SCS  is  establishing  additional  offices  to  serve  the  Navajo 
Nation's  conservation  needs.  The  USDA  must  not  take  a  step  backwards  in  the 
context  of  the  reorganization  effort.  Rather,  USDA  must  increase  its  long-overdue 
outreach  to  Indian  tribes,  even  if  this  means  shifting  offices  from  off-reservation 
county  seats  to  Indian  lands  to  better  serve  Indian  people. 

Expanding  the  "Team  USDA"  Concept 

Secretary  Espy  has  stated  his  intent  to  strengthen  the  team  approach  of 
separate  USDA  programs  in  carrying  out  the  USDA's  mandated  missions.  The  Navajo 
Nation  strongly  supports  this  intent,  and  offers  some  specific  recommendations  to 
achieve  a  truly  integrated  approach  to  Indian  rural  development  on  the  ground.  The 
various  distinct  programs  and  agencies  of  the  USDA  reflect  the  diverse  components 
of  an  overall  approach  to  rural  development.  In  particular,  natural  resources 
conservation  and  management,  rural  infrastructure,  rural  enterprise  development,  and 
supportive  education,  extension  and  research  are  each  essential  to  the  success  of  an 
overall  rural  development  mission. 

For  real  success,  however,  these  distinct  components  must  be  integrated  and 
applied  in  a  truly  coordinated  fashion  in  rural  communities  of  need.  USDA  and  the 
Congress  have  long  recognized  the  need  for  integration  and  coordination,  and 
attempted  to  address  it  through  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Development  (RC&S) 
Program,  the  Agricultural  Development  Councils,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils, 
and  the  Congressional  mandate  contained  in  7  U.S.C.  2204b  (attachment),  among 
other  efforts. 
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It  is  also  clear  that  none  of  the  USDA  or  other  federal  rural  development 
approaches  or  Initiatives  have  ever  been  applied  in  a  coherent,  coordinated  and 
integrated  fashion  to  Indian  rural  development  needs.  This  is  one  reason  that  the  rural 
development  deficit  is  so  severe  on  the  Navajo  Nation  and  among  other  Indian  tribes. 
Therefore,  the  Navajo  Nation  proposes  and  stronolv  urges  Congressional  and  USDA 
support  for  the  piloting  of  a  fully  integrated  aporoach  to  rural  development  on  the 
Navajo  Nation.  This  pilot  can  be  a  promising  model  for  rural  development  in  all  of 
Indian  country. 

The  Navajo  Nation  proposed,  in  FY' 1994  agriculture  appropriations  testimony, 
an  integrated  rural  development  approach  that  would:  1)  establish  in  FY  1994  an 
Interdisciplinary  SCS  Watershed  Planning  Team  on  the  Navajo  Nation;  2)  treat  Indian 
tribes  on  a  government-to-government  basis  with  respect  to  allocations  of  rural 
infrastructure  and  economic  development  assistance;  and  3)  support  Congressional 
authorization  of  Indian  Land  Grant  Institutes  with  applied  natural  resources  and 
rural/economic  development  education,  extension  and  research.  The  Navajo  Nation 
is  pleased  that  agriculture  appropriations  conference  report  language  includes 
authorization  for  a  watershed  planning  team  for  the  Navajo  Nation.  The  Navajo  Nation 
also  supports  legislation  (S.I  345)  that  was  introduced  by  Senator  Bingaman  to  provide 
land  grant  status  to  tribady  controlled  community  colleges  and  institutions.  To 
improve  on  these  efforts,  the  Navajo  Nation  requests  that  the  USDA: 

•  Recognize  watersheds  as  the  natural  planning  and  operational  units  for 
integrated  rural  development; 

•  Consolidate,  under  SCS,  the  ASCS's  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  in  the 
Navajo  Nation; 

•  Create  a  pilot  complementary  "area"  Rural  Development  Planning  and 
Development  Team  under  the  new  agency  of  Rural  Development  Planning  and 
Development  to  facilitate  the  preparation  of  assessments  and  plans,  and  the 
allocation  of  needs  based  investments  into  identified  rural  infrastructures  and 
rural  enterprise  support,  on  a  watershed-by-watershed  basis; 

•  Create  a  targeted  Natural  Resources/Rural  Development  Education,  Extension 
and  Research  capability  under  the  new  agency  of  Research  and  Economics,  to 
support  the  natural  resources  and  rural  development  plans  and  operations;  and, 

•  Provide  leadership  for  the  coordination  of  other  federal  Departments'  rural 
development  programs  as  appropriate. 

The  Navajo  Nation  recognizes  that  the  long-term  implementation  of  such  an 
Integrated  approach  will  require  certain  amendments  to  existing  federal  authorizations 
to  enable  full  Indian  access  to  USDA  programs  on  a  government-to-government  basis. 
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The  Navajo  Nation  again  urges  that  such  amendments  be  identified  and  incorporated 
into  the  legislative  packages  being  developed  to  enact  the  proposed  reorganization  of 
USDA. 

Conclusion 

The  Navajo  Nation  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  contribute  to  the  "reinvention" 
of  USDA  in  order  to  optimize  the  long-overdue  full  and  equal  participation  of  Indian 
tribes  in  USDA  programs  and  services,  and  to  pilot  and  test  a  truly  integrated  rural 
development  process  in  those  American  rural  communities  in  the  greatest  need. 

The  Navajo  Nation  urges  that  as  the  USDA  and  Congress  continue  to  refine  its 
reorganization  plans  for  USDA  that  Indian  nations  be  invited  to  participate  fully  in 
identifying  opportunities  to  overcome  these  constraints  through  remedies  including 
cross-cultural  education,  realignment  of  USDA  service  delivery  to  accord  with  the 
geographical  realities  of  Indian  jurisdictions,  regulatory  reform,  and  legislative 
initiatives.  The  Navajo  Nation  looks  forward  to  working  closely  with  USDA  and 
Congress  to  identify  and  develop  such  remedies. 


REORGANIZATION  OF  THE  U.S.  DEPARTMENT 
OF  AGRICULTURE 


WEDNESDAY,  DECEMBER  8,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Department 

Operations  and  Nutrition, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  12:35  p.m.,  in  room 
1300,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Charles  W.  Stenholm 
(chairman  of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Bishop,  Volkmer,  and  Kingston. 

Also  present:  Representative  E  (Kika)  de  la  Garza,  chairman  of 
the  committee;  Representative  Pat  Roberts,  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  committee;  and  Representative  Barlow,  member  of  the 
committee. 

Staff  present:  Carl  Rose,  senior  counsel;  Gary  R.  Mitchell,  minor- 
ity staff  director;  WilHam  E.  O'Conner,  Jr.,  minority  policy  coordi- 
nator; John  E.  Hogan,  minority  counsel;  Dale  Moore,  minority  leg- 
islative coordinator;  Glenda  L.  Temple,  clerk;  Stan  Ray,  Perri 
D'Armond,  and  Pete  Thomson. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHARLES  W.  STENHOLM,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  Stenholm.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Today,  we  continue  our  hearings  on  Secretary  Espy's  plans  for 
reorganizing  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Secretary  Espy  first  presented  his  proposal  to  the  full  Agri- 
culture Committee  on  September  29,  which  Chairman  de  la  Garza 
introduced  as  H.R.  3171.  I  welcome  the  Secretary's  efforts  to  make 
USDA  a  less  costly,  more  efficient,  and  customer-friendly  Depart- 
ment. And  I  have  pledged  to  work  with  him  to  achieve  these  goals. 

H.R.  3171  would  give  the  Secretary  broad  authority  to  make  his- 
toric changes  in  how  the  Department  operates.  Therefore,  before 
this  subcommittee  acts  on  this  bill,  we  have  the  obligation  to  seek, 
and  receive,  a  full  accounting  of  how  USDA  will  implement  these 
changes,  particularly  at  the  State  and  local  level. 

That  is  why  we  welcome  today  the  Honorable  Richard  Rominger, 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is  the  Department's  point 
man  for  taking  reform  from  paper  to  reality.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
that  Secretary  Rominger  has  brought  with  him  a  great  deal  of 
background  material  that  answers  many  of  the  questions  and  con- 
cerns that  members  have  about  this  bill  and  its  implementation. 
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Many  constituents  have  raised  questions  and  concerns  about 
USDA's  proposal.  Our  dialog  today  will  be  extremely  helpful  in  re- 
sponding to  them.  Next  week  we  begin  field  hearings  to  take  addi- 
tional testimony  fi"om  USDA's  clients,  its  employees,  and  others 
around  the  country  about  the  reorganization  efforts. 

I  recognize  that  it  is  only  natural  for  people  to  be  wary  of  change, 
but  change  must  come  if  USDA  is  to  move  into  the  21st  century. 
In  fact,  we  have  already  budgeted  for  that  change  and  taken  credit 
for  the  savings.  So  if  anyone  still  has  questions  about  whether  or 
not  USDA  is  going  to  be  reorganized,  let  me  assure  you,  either  we 
are  going  to  do  it  through  this  process  in  a  thoughtful,  deliberative, 
and  cooperative  manner  or  it  is  going  to  get  done  for  us  through 
the  budget  process. 

Our  job,  then,  is  to  make  sure  that  this  change  results  in  effi- 
ciencies and  improvements  in  USDA's  service  delivery  from  top  to 
bottom,  not  just  a  reshuffling  of  the  status  quo. 

With  that,  I  look  forward  to  your  testimony  and  constructive  and 
positive  exchange  today,  Mr.  Secretary. 

I  recognize  Chairman  de  la  Garza. 

Mr.  Roberts,  the  chairman  defers  to  you. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PAT  ROBERTS,  A  REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  thank  the  chairman  for  deferring.  Merry  Christ- 
mas, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  calling  this  hearing  today,  post- 
poned from  an  earlier  date,  so  we  might  explore  the  details  of  the 
Department's  reorganization  proposal  as  embodied  and  the  chair- 
man has  described  in  H.R.  3171. 

I  would  also  like  to  applaud  your  commitment — and  that  of  the 
full  committee  chairman — to  conduct  nine  field  hearings  on  the  De- 
partment reorganization.  And  I  hope  to  join  you  if  my  schedule  per- 
mits. You  will  have  to  let  me  know  which  ones  are  scheduled  in 
a  warmer  climate,  and  then  I  will  be  happy  to  join  you. 

Since  Congress  adjourned  late  last  month,  I  have  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  visit  with  numerous  farmers  and  ranchers  on  this  subject. 
I  just  came  back  from  the  Kansas  Association  of  Wheat  Growers' 
State  convention  in  good  old  Wichita,  Kansas;  and  one  of  the  ques- 
tions that  is  on  virtually  everybody's  minds  is  the  reorganization 
issue.  Unfortunately,  most  of  the  conversations  are  like  the  old 
country  party  line;  everybody  is  talking,  but  I  am  not  too  sure  that 
we  know  what  we  are  talking  about  yet  in  terms  of  specifics.  They 
all  have  questions  about  how  this  legislation,  which  has  yet  to  be 
fleshed  out,  will  be  implemented  and  are  also  very  curious  about 
the  justification  for  some  of  the  proposals. 

Here  are  some  of  the  questions  my  constituents  have  raised,  and 
I  think  obviously  they  are  questions  that  need  answering. 

Folks  are  worried  about  the  future  of  our  county  committees  and 
our  conservation  district  boards.  It  seems  to  me  this  proposal  calls 
for  expanding  the  committees  to  five  members  with  two  additional 
members  that  are  appointed  by  the  Secretary.  We  need  to  know 
what  the  role  will  be  of  these  two  members.  Are  there  any  criteria 
for  these  two  appointments?  In  short,  we  have  faith  that  the  com- 
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mittee  system  does  work  well  at  present,  and  we  need  a  justifica- 
tion for  such  changes. 

They  also  question  the  transfer  of  the  ACP  program,  the  con- 
servation reserve  program,  the  emergency  conservation  program, 
that  is  ECP,  and  other  programs  from  ASCS  to  the  Soil  Conserva- 
tion Service,  which  will  be  renamed  the  Natural  Resources  Con- 
servation Service. 

I  am  saying  this  because  they  are  accustomed  to  working  with 
ASCS  in  regard  to  these  programs,  and  we  need  to  fully  explain  an 
adequate  justification  for  moving  them  to  SCS.  I  have  to  agree  with 
this  assessment,  and  I  am  going  to  be  very  interested  in  the  ration- 
ale with  regards  to  proposing  this  shift. 

Another  element  of  the  administration  proposal  that  needs  some 
clarification  is  the  creation  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency.  I  am  not 
opposed  to  change.  I  want  one-stop  with  every  service.  It  is  my  un- 
derstanding that  the  vast  majority  of  savings  in  reorganization  will 
be  accomplished  through  the  physical  collocation  of  the  county  field 
offices.  We  all  know  this  is  going  to  take  place.  But  if  this  is  the 
case,  why  introduce  the  added  complication,  and  I  assume  some  ex- 
pense, of  blending  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  the  Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service  into  one  agency? 

This  brings  to  mind  the  separate  role  in  the  administration's  pro- 
posal for  the  former  Conservation  Soil  Service  renamed  the  Natu- 
ral Resource  Conservation  Service — NRCS.  If  it  makes  sense  to 
blend  these  other  agencies  working  closely  with  producers,  why 
doesn't  it  make  sense  to  include  the  SCS?  If  maintaining  the  tech- 
nical expertise  and  the  credibility  of  SCS  employees  is  important, 
it  is  also  important  that  we  maintain  the  technical  expertise  and 
professional  credibility  of  those  who  administer  farm  and  disaster 
programs,  provide  credit,  and  underwrite  the  crop  insurance. 

It  seems  to  me — and  many  of  my  farmers  or  producers  are  ask- 
ing— that  you  can  make  a  case  for  combining  all  of  these  agencies, 
or  none  of  them,  but  there  isn't  much  rational  explanation  for  going 
halfway  in  either  direction. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  mention  that  the  future  of  the  county- 
based  field  structure  is  on  everybody's  mind.  That  is  not  a  part  of 
H.R.  3171.  But  in  all  candor,  we  can't  really  talk  about  one  without 
the  other.  Now,  I  think  it  was  early  this  summer  we  were  told  that 
a  list  of  offices  slated  for  consolidation  or  closure  would  be  com- 
pleted by  the  end  of  October,  and  the  Secretary  was  then  going  to 
meet  with  individual  members  about  going  forward. 

I  talked  to  the  Secretary  about  this,  as  has  the  subcommittee 
chairman,  full  chairman.  We  need  this  information,  I  think,  before 
serious  work  on  H.R.  3171  can  proceed.  I  know  the  Secretary  has 
decided,  in  a  very  wise  decision,  not  to  move  ahead  with  the  office 
closures  until  substantial  progress  has  been  made  with  Depart- 
ment reorganization  legislation. 

But  I  think  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  will  understand  as  all  of  us  do, 
since  many  members  are  interested  in  having  their  day  in  court 
with  respect  to  that  hst  before  they  commit  themselves  on  Depart- 
ment reorganization,  we  have  to  resolve  that  matter. 

Let  me  say  in  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  encouraged  by  the  ef- 
forts of  the  Department  to  fill  in  the  details  of  the  legislative  pro- 
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posal.  However,  we  do  have  some  fundamental  questions  about  the 
future  role  of  the  county  committees,  the  formation  of  the  Farm 
Service  Agency,  the  separate  nature  of  the  NRCS,  and  the  adminis- 
tration's intentions  with  respect  to  field  office  closures.  These  are 
fundamental  questions  which  we  all  must  address. 

I  thank  you  again,  Mr.  Stenholm,  for  holding  this  hearing. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Chairman  de  la  Garza. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  E  (KIKA)  de  la  GARZA,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  thank  Secretary  Rominger  for  being  with  us 
today.  We  have  previously  heard  from  the  Secretary,  and  we  have 
initiated  the  process  of  looking  at  what  it  is  we  want  to  do  and  how 
we  are  going  to  do  it. 

The  chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  member  have  spoken 
about  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  this  operation.  I  know  that  there  is  con- 
cern throughout  the  country  about  these  proposals.  Some  concerns 
were  expressed  to  me  by  some  of  the  employee  unions,  and  I  will 
submit  the  questions  to  you  for  the  record,  Mr.  Secretary.  One  that 
submitted  some  information  to  us  was  Rick  Bowman  who  used  to 
work  for  us  here  and  now  has  gone  into  another  part  of  the  USDA 
family. 

Monday  I  was  in  my  district,  and  we  had  invited  Secretary  Espy 
out,  but  he  unfortunately — or  fortunately — was  in  Geneva  and 
Brussels  working  on  the  GATT,  and  that  kept  him  from  coming  to 
this  function  that  I  was  having.  But  he  was  able  to  be  represented 
by  Gene  Moos,  Deputy  Under  Secretary. 

I  might,  my  friends  here,  relate  something  that  happened.  Since 
the  luncheon  was  already  scheduled,  tickets  sold,  everjdhing  in 
place,  then  Secretary  Espy  found  out  he  couldn't  come.  So  we  ar- 
ranged for  him  to  call  from  Brussels  in  the  middle  of  the  luncheon. 
We  were  running  a  little  late,  so  we  had  invited  Father  Roy  Snipe 
of  the  Guadeloupe  Church  in  Mission  where  my  parents  attended, 
where  I  attended,  to  give  the  blessing.  Father  Snipe's  claim  to  fame 
is  that  he  is  an  Aggie  from  Texas  A&M.  I  think  he  is  the  only 
Aggie  priest  in  the  world.  He  has  a  dog  named  Magda  that  has 
made  him  famous  because  Magda  marches  into  church  for  the  serv- 
ices with  him  and  marches  out  when  the  services  are  finalized. 

At  any  rate,  Father  Roy,  as  we  affectionately  call  him,  was  in  the 
middle  of  the  invocation  and  he  said,  "Dear  God,"  and  the  phone 
rang  right  at  that  time.  He  says,  "My  gosh,  I  didn't  think  he  would 
answer  this  quick!" 

Well,  as  things  work  in  those  occasions,  the  phone  went  dead 
again.  While  they  were  working  with  the  phone,  he  continued  with 
his  invocation  and  he  is  about  to  finish,  he  says,  "I  really  didn't 
mean  it.  Lord,  when  I  said  you  answered  so  quick;"  and  the  phone 
rang  again.  He  says,  "I  guess  he  is  going  to  insist  in  me  finishing 
this  invocation." 

I  thought  I  would  just  mention  that  to  you.  But  I  also  wanted 
to  say  that  after  that,  we  took  Secretary  Moos  down  to  Weslaco 
where  we  got  all  of  the  USDA  family  together,  soil  conservation. 
Extension  Service,  ASCS,  ARS,  all  of  them  together,  so  he  could 
visit  with  them.  And  there  I  said — and  I  would  like  to  repeat  it 
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here  because  it  is  one  of  my  major  frustrations  in  this  endeavor — 
President  Lincoln  estabhshed  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  He 
said,  I  want  this  to  be  the  people's  Department.  And  as  part  of  that 
process,  they  have  now  in  every  county  a  county  agent;  and  they 
have  the  vast  Department  of  Apiculture,  either  the  ASCS  office, 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  the  Extension  Service,  urban  and 
rural;  and  they  work  with  the  people. 

This  is  what  President  Lincoln  foresaw.  This  is  what  he  wanted. 
This  was  the  mandate. 

Now,  reorganization  will  mean  reducing  funding.  We  have  never 
made  headlines.  But  this  committee  and  our  Senate  friends,  over 
the  past  12  years  have  legislated  almost  $60  billion  in  saved  funds. 
I  mean,  actual  savings,  not  smoke  and  mirrors.  Saved.  We  don't  get 
credit  for  that.  But  what  we  get  credit  for  is  the  honey  program, 
the  wool  and  mohair,  and  some  county  ASCS  office  in  West  Vir- 
ginia. That  is  not  fair,  and  I  get  very  frustrated,  very  upset.  The 
world  is  focusing  on  how  we  are  going  to  reorganize  USDA.  What 
about  HUD?  What  about  HHS?  What  about  the  Department  of 
Commerce?  What  about  the  striped  pants  people  in  the  State  De- 
partment? 

I  get  very  frustrated  because  we  have  saved  $60  billion,  but  now 
we  have  to  reorganize  Agriculture;  we  have  to  cut  a  little  office  in 
West  Virginia.  I  want  us  to  reach  out  to  the  people  and  be  there 
representing  the  Government.  This  is  the  people's  Department,  to 
quote  President  Lincoln. 

I  get  very  frustrated.  More  money  goes  south  in  the  State  De- 
partment during  the  lunch  hour  than  we  spend  on  agriculture  in 
1  year.  More  money  is  lost  at  HUD  during  the  lunch  hour  in  1  day 
than  we  spend  for  commodity  programs  in  5  years,  and  I  get  very 
frustrated. 

I  know  I  am  speaking  to  the  choir  here.  But  for  those  of  you  that 
might  have  the  opportunity  to  disseminate  this  information,  I 
would  like  for  us  to  say  we  are  going  to  reorganize  because  it  is 
the  right  thing  to  do.  We  are  going  to  cut  expenditures.  We  have 
been  doing  it  for  10  years.  We  are  going  to  see  that  we  do  the  same 
amount  of  work  in  a  more  efficient  manner  with  less  employees. 

We  have  been  doing  it  for  12  years,  so  it  isn't  anything  new  that 
the  world  would  look  at  and  say,  oh,  we  have  to  get  the  Agriculture 
Department  reorganized.  We  have  been  doing  it. 

And  I  wanted  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  that  since  you  and  Sec- 
retary Espy  have  come  on  board,  you  have  led  the  way.  I  know 
there  are  areas  where  it  can  be  reduced.  But  a  headline  always 
says  Agriculture.  It  always  says  the  honey  program.  It  never  says 
all  of  the  indictments  from  HUD  that  we  have  to  look  at.  They  get 
lost  in  the  back  pages  of  the  major  periodicals. 

We  are  going  to  do  what  needs  to  be  done.  But  we  are  not  going 
to  go  back  on  what  President  Lincoln  said,  that  Agriculture  is  the 
people's  Department,  that  Agriculture  reaches  out  to  the  people. 

How  can  we  do  it  more  efficiently  and  for  less  funds?  We  are 
going  to  work  on  that.  But  we  need  that  Extension  Service  in  the 
middle  of  New  York,  in  the  middle  of  the  Bronx,  the  same  as  we 
do  in  West  Virginia.  We  need  the  Extension  Service  throughout. 
We  need  the  research  because  the  research  is  going  to  put  us  at 
the  cutting  edge  of  technology  as  far  as  agriculture  is  concerned. 
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That  is  feeding  the  people  of  the  world,  that  leads  to  better  and 
more  efficient  work  out  in  the  field,  with  better  seeds,  with  better 
everything.  We  are  going  to  do  that.  But  we  are  not  going  to  let 
President  Lincoln  down.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  will  get 
more  efficient.  We  will  get  it  in  a  more  consolidated,  compact  form. 
But  we  are  going  to  be  the  people's  Department,  no  matter  what. 

And  now  that  I  have  gotten  it  off  of  my  chest,  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
can  go  on  with  the  nuts  and  bolts. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Would  the  chairman  yield? 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  would  just  like  to  underscore  and  echo  what  the 
chairman  said.  I  associate  myself  with  his  remarks. 

It  is  a  paradox  of  enormous  irony  that  the  one  agency  that  seems 
to  me  to  deliver  the  most  in  the  most  cost-effective  way  in  regard 
to  what  the  chairman  said,  feeding  this  country  and  a  very  trou- 
bled and  hungry  world  finds  itself  the  target  of  every  reform  effort 
in  this  town.  And  I  share  the  chairman's  frustration  not  because 
we  are  not  going  to  do  this  job  and  not  because  the  Secretary  and 
the  Under  Secretary  here  are  not  going  to  do  the  job.  As  the  Chair- 
man indicated,  we  have  that  responsibility. 

Part  of  my  concern,  what  ticks  me  off,  is  that  this  is  all  based 
on  perception;  and  perception  in  this  town  becomes  reality.  And  at 
the  past  hearing,  I  introduced  in  the  record  some  statements  made 
by  the  full-time  critics  and  instantly  declared  self-appointed  sec- 
retaries of  agriculture  in  the  Congress  and  some  others  in  this 
town  about  statements  and  facts  that  basically  were  not  accurate. 
And  we  ended  up  here  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  ag- 
riculture constantly  being  a  target. 

Now  there  is  only  one  thing  wrong  with  a  major  newspaper  se- 
ries of  articles  that  won  the  Pulitzer,  for  goodness  sake,  and  that 
was  that  the  article  was  not  factual.  Now,  other  than  that,  it  was 
just  a  good  article. 

Now,  second,  in  terms  of  perception,  we  had  Members  of  Con- 
gress on  both  sides  repeating  those  statements,  and  we  got  into  a 
firestorm  of  perception.  I  put  in  the  record  the  last  time  what  they 
asserted,  the  claims  in  regards  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  then  the  facts  of  the  case,  not  from  the  administration,  but 
from  career  employees.  And  the  reason  that  I  am  saying  this  is  be- 
cause all  this  came  out  just  when  our  employees  at  the  USDA 
worked  overtime  in  getting  badly  needed  disaster  checks  to  our 
producers. 

And  in  terms  of  esprit  de  corps,  Mr.  Stenholm  and  I  went  out  to 
six  different  States;  and  I  can  tell  you  the  morale  was  at  a  very 
low  ebb  even  when  they  worked  overtime  and  did  one  heck  of  a  job 
in  behalf  of  agriculture  and  the  taxpayer.  That  was  when  this  thing 
hit.  So  with  regard  to  the  Reader's  Digest  article  and  the  articles 
in  the  Kansas  City  Star  and  the  statements  by  my  colleagues, 
whom  I  shall  not  name,  but  have  in  this  report,  are  not  on  the 
money.  And,  I  ask  to  put  this  report,  entitled,  "Setting  the  Record 
Straight — USDA  Reorganization — the  Facts",  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Without  objection. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SETTING  THE  RECORD  STRAIGHT 
USDA  REORGANIZATION   -  THE  FACTS 


USDA  is  a  large  and  increasingly  complex  organization.   This  year's  $62  billion 
budget  makes  USDA  the  fourth  largest  Federal  agency  in  spending.   Food  assistance 
programs  account  for  55  percent  of  USDA's  outlays,  making  USDA  a  major  provider 
of  benefits  to  the  poor.    Farm  price  support  programs  account  for  less  than  20  percent 
of  USDA  outlays. 

Twenty  years  ago  USDA's  budget  was  about  $11  billion.   Back  then  over  one-third 
was  spent  on  farm  price  and  income  supports  and  24  percent  was  spent  on  food 
assistance.   The  1973  Farm  Bill  was  29  pages.   The  1990  Farm  Bill  took  719  pages. 
As  a  result  USDA  programs  have  become  far  more  complex. 

USDA  employees  are  located  in  over  14,000  offices  in  more  than  3,000  counties 
across  the  U.S.   More  than  90  percent  of  its  employees  are  injtate  and  local  offices. 
Twelve  years  ago,  when  USDA's  budget  was  $25  billion,  there  were  13,000  more 
employees  than  today.   Today  USDA  is  managing  far  more  compex^fograms  with 
far  fewer  people. 

ASCS  has  reduced  its  county  employment  by  5,000  in  the  last  3  years  (reducing  from 
23,949  county  employees  in  FY-88  to  18,771  in  FY-91). 

The  Extension  Service,  receives  more  than  $5  billion  in  volunteer  services  annually 
from  private  citizens.   Volunteers  in  the  Forest  Service  outnumber  employees  by  a 
margin  of  two-to-one.   In  SCS,  nonfederal  personnel  and  volunteers  outnumber  federal 
employees. 

In  the  last  5  years,  ASCS,  FmHA,  and  SCS  have  closed  more  than  300  offices.   Since 
1979  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  (ARS)  has  closed  more  than  30  locations  and 
has  consolidated  activities  at  other  locations. 

The  goal  is  to  streamline  the  Department  and  deliver  services  more  effectively  and  at 
less  cost  by  strengthening  the  coordination  of  USDA's  automated  systems  to  increase 
cross-agency  sharing  of  data  and  services  to  USDA  clientele.   USDA  is  testing  8 
projects  in  16  locations  across  the  nation  as  part  of  their  "Easy  Access"  program  to 
improve  their  services  to  farmers  by  cutting  through  red  tape  and  paperwork. 

USDA  is  making  major  changes  in  equal  employment  in  USDA.   Women  are  the 
fastest  growing  group  of  employees  in  USDA,  now  accounting  for  40  percent  of  the 
workforce.   Minorities  now  represent  nearly  17  percent  of  the  USDA  workforce.  In 
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the  first  quarter  of  FY-92  about  one-half  of  the  people  hired  by  USDA  were  minorities 
or  women. 


DIVERSITY  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

USDA  is  a  large  and  diverse  Department  with  responsibilities  for  managing  traditional 
farm  program,  soil  and  water  conservation  program,  forestry  program,  domestic  food 
assistance  programs,  research  and  education  activities,  marketing  programs,  meat  and 
poultry  inspection,  rural  development,  and  many  other  important  programs.  To  carry 
out  this  work,  USDA  has  9  subcabinet  office,  42  agencies,  2S0  separate  programs, 
and  a  large  number  of  field  offices. 

USDA  plays  a  major  role  in  caring  for  the  nation's  poor  and  those  nutritionally  at 
risk.   Each  school  day  USDA  provides  more  than  24  million  school  lunches  around 
the  country;  about  half  of  those  free.   About  4  million  children  participate  in  the 
school  breakfast  program  on  an  average  school  day.   The  WIC  (Women,  Infants,  and 
Children)  program  serves  one-third  of  all  infants  bom  inthe  United  States-virtually  all 
infants  bom  below  the  poverty  line.   USDA  buys  a  third  of  all  infant  formula  bought 
in  the  U.S.  every  year.   In  addition,  I  nullion  senior  citizens  participate  in  the 
nutrition  program  for  the  elderly.    Almost  100.000  native  Americans  participate  in  the 
food  distribution  program  on  Indian  reservations.   In  a  typical  year,  one  in  seven 
Americans  will  be  served  by  the  food  stamp  program. 

USDA  is  a  major  force  in  environmental  and  recreation  issues.  The  Forest  Service 
employs  38  percent  of  USDA  employees  (42,000).  The  Forest  Service  manages 
almost  9  percent  of  U.S.  land-more  than  191  million  acres.  There  are  ISS  national 
forests-  averaging  about  the  size  of  the  state  of  Delaware.   About  40  percent  of  aU 
outdoor  recreation  on  federal  lands  takes  place  on  national  forests-about  twice  as  much 
recreation  as  in  the  national  parks. 

National  forests  provide  habitat  for  80  percent  of  the  Nation's  elk,  bighorn  sheep,  and 
mountain  goats;  SO  percent  of  the  trout  streams  in  the  U.S.;  50  percent  of  the  salmon 
and  steelhead  habitat  in  the  lower  48  states;  198  threatened  and  endangered  species, 
comprising  a  third  of  the  federally  listed  plants  and  animals  in  this  category;  more 
than  3,000  species  of  wildlife  and  fish;  and  more  than  10,000  species  of  plants. 
USDA  is  also  the  largest  timber  producer  in  the  U.S. 

The  Forest  Service  uses  a  satellite  to  detect  lightning  strikes.  There  may  be  more  than 
35,000  lightning  strikes  in  a  single  day  in  the  United  States.  There  are  about  60,000 
to  80,000  forest  fires  each  year.   About  90  percent  of  them  are  contained  to  10  acres 
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or  less.  The  Forest  Service  has  the  largest  firefighting  organization  in  the  world--an 
average  of  15,000  firefighters  each  summer.  During  severe  fire  seasons,  as  many  as 
35,000  additional  firefighters  have  been  employed.  Overall,  volunteers  in  the  Forest 
Service  outnumber  employees  by  a  two-to-one  margin. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service,  through  a  unique  county  level  partnership  with  state 
and  local  conservation  agencies  delivers  a  broad  array  of  programs  addressing  such 
issues  as  soil  erosion,  water  quality,  water  supply,  flood  preservation,  drought,  rural 
development  and  others.   In  1991,  SCS  assisted  over  1.2  million  landowners  and 
operators,  provided  emergency  watershed  protection  in  25  states,  and  treated  over  60 
million  acres  of  land  for  conservation  problems.   Working  with  the  13,500  SCS 
federal  employees  were  8500  volunteers  and  7000  non-federal,  state  and  local 
conservation  employees. 

The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  about  13,500  SCS  Federal  employees  who  are 
assisted  by  8,500  volunteers  and  7,000  non-federal,  state,  and  local  conservation 
employees. 

USDA  employs  more  than  2,000  veterinarians.   In  1990  about  7,200  inspectors  in  the 
Food  safety  and  Inspection  Service  inspected  6.3  billion  poultry  and  125  million 
livestock— including  about  33  million  head  of  cattle,  1 .9  million  calves,  84  million 
hogs,  5.1  million  sheep  and  lambs,  315,000  horses,  and  230  goats  at  about  7,200 
slaughter  and  processing  plants  across  the  United  States. 

In  1990  the  3,700  inspectors  in  the  National  grain  Inspection  Service  System  (FGIS) 
inspected  more  than  290  million  metric  tons  of  grain.   The  inspectors  are  user  fee 
funded.   FGIS  oversees  the  inspection  and  weighing  of  all  export  grain,  and  the  U.S. 
is  the  world's  largest  exporter  of  grains. 

The  Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  service  (APHIS)  has  about  1 ,300  plant 
protection  and  quarantine  officers  working  in  279  field  offices  throughout  the  U.S.  In 
an  average  year  APHIS  inspects  about  54,000  vessels,  246,000  aircraft,  51  million 
airplane  and  cruise  ship  passengers,  almost  1  million  cargo  shipments,  156,000  rail 
cars,  1  million  vehicles  crossing  U.S.  borders,  and  8.7  million  pedestrians.   In  1990, 
APHIS  inspected  37  million  people  coming  into  the  U.S.  by  air,  36  percent  more  than 
in  1984.   In  1990  APHIS  intercepted  and  impounded  prohibited  materials  in  3.1 
million  instances.   APHIS  conducts  nearly  400  million  plant  inspections,  about  a  400 
percent  increase  since  1984. 

The  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  (FAS)  has  80  offices  overseas  that  assist  in  farm 
export  trade  activities  in  more  than  100  countries.   In  FY-90,  FAS  trade  experts  in 
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foreign  countries  sent  2,972  trade  leads  to  Washington,  D.  C,  resulting  in  confirmed 
export  sales  of  $140  million.   FAS  also  sent  2,372  Buyer  Alert  Announcements  to 
trade  experts  overseas,  generating  confirmed  sales  of  more  than  $65  million  of  U.S. 
products.   Since  the  P.L.  480  Food  for  Peace  program  started  in  1954,  more  than  350 
million  tons  of  U.S.  agricultural  products,  with  an  export  value  of  more  than  $43 
billion,  have  been  exported  under  this  food  aid  program  under  the  supervision  of  FAS. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  carries  the  third  largest  line  of  commercial 
credit  in  the  United  states.   Its  functions  include  commodity  price  and  income  support 
programs,  inventory  management  programs,  credit  guarantees,  donations  and  sales  of 
government-owned  stocks  domestically  and  overseas.   CCC  purchases  or  ships  from 
its  inventory  more  than  5.3  million  pounds  of  commodities  for  foreign  donations  under 
the  food  for  peach  program  each  year— serving  about  63  million  needy  people  in  as 
many  as  70  countries  at  a  cost  of  $600  million  a  year.   Domestically,  CCC  purchases 
or  ships  from  about  1  billion  pounds  of  food  each  year  to  needy  people  in  the  U.S. 
through  USDA's  various  food  assistance  program. 

The  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  (AMS)  graded  and  certified  16.8  billion  pounds  of 
meat  in  1990.   AMS  grades  about  15  billion  pounds  of  poultry  and  nearly  20  billion 
shell  eggs  annually.   AMS  bought  106  million  pounds  of  ground  beef  for  the  1990-91 
School  Lunch  and  domestic  feeding  programs.  That  is  equal  to  more  than  half  a 
billion  hamburger  patties,  which,  put  end  to  end,  would  reach  1  1/2  times  around  the 
world.   AMS  purchases  144  million  pounds  of  poultry  and  egg  products  for  the  1990- 
91  School  Lunch  Program  and  other  domestic  feeding  programs. 

More  low-income  subsidized  housing  units  are  financed  by  USDA  than  by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  (68,000  units  by  USDA's 
Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  in  1990  to  24,000  units  in  HUD).   USDA  has 
a  loan  portfolio  of  almost  $30  billion  and  is  in  the  home  loan  business  because  of  the 
limited  number  of  home  mortgage  providers  in  rural  America. 

Loss  of  wetlands  to  agricultural  uses  has  fallen  by  more  than  90  percent  in  the  last  10 
years.   Insecticides  used  on  major  crops  have  dropped  by  30  percent  (on  pounds 
applied)  in  the  last  10  years.   Overall  pesticide  use  on  major  crops  has  fallen  20 
percent.   Use  of  fertilizer  over  the  last  decade  has  dropped  by  more  than  10  percent. 

USDA  oversees  a  federal-state  research  partnership  which  employs  more  than  16,700 
scientists  located  in  every  state  and  in  many  countries  around  the  world.  Each  year, 
the  Agricultural  Research  Service  (ARS)  releases  about  300  improved  germplasm  lines 
or  new  varieties.   Some  oflFcr  better  disease  resistance,  longer  growing  seasons,  and 
improved  flavor. 
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Three  out  of  10  people  cannot  eat  milk  products  because  they  are  short  of  the  enzyme 
lactase.   ARS  has  developed  lactose  modified  milk,  ice  cream,  cheddar  cheese,  cottage 
cheese  and  other  milk  products  that  can  be  eaten  by  millions  for  the  first  time.   This 
has  boosted  milk  consumption  by  2  to  3  percent. 

The  USDA  National  Finance  center  in  New  Orleans  currently  handles  the  payroll  for 
USDA,  and  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Education,  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  State,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Library  of  Congress,  the 
Smithsonian  Institution,  and  some  of  the  Treasury  Department.  The  Office  of  Finance 
Management  (OFM)  in  USDA  pays  about  280,000  Government  employees  bi-weekly 
(expected  to  reach  428,000  when  the  payrolls  of  Treasury  and  Justice  are  transferred 
to  USDA),  with  a  current  annual  disbursement  of  more  than  $7  billion.   OFM  handles 
the  Thrift  Savings  Plan  record-keeping  for  the  entire  civilian  Government. 

The  Cooperative  Extension  System  in  the  United  States  is  the  most  extensive  non- 
formal  educational  system  in  the  world  directly  tied  to  universities  and  bringing  new 
research  results  to  agriculture,  families,  youth,  and  communities.   Nearly  3  million 
volunteers  work  with  about  1 1 ,000  Extension  agents  to  help  more  than  48  million 
citizens  annually.  Nearly  51,000  volunteers  help  provide  nutrition  education  to  low 
income  families  in  all  SO  states.   4-H  serves  nearly  S  1/2  million  young  people,  aided 
by  more  than  a  half  million  volunteers. 
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Mr.  Roberts.  And  it  is  wrong.  And  you  are  doing  a  disservice  to 
agriculture  and  to  producers. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  seeing  you  vent  your  spleen  in  behalf  of 
President  Lincoln  and  the  farmer  and  the  rancher  and  the  USDA, 
I  join  you,  sir,  and  I  think  your  remarks  are  right  on  target. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Just  let  me  add  that  here  we  will  be  looking  at  the  nuts  and 
bolts.  Here  we  are  looking  at  how  to  do  it.  But  I  just  wanted  to  re- 
iterate again,  by  almost  $60  billion  in  the  past  10  years  we  have 
reduced  expenditures.  We  need  to  reorganize  but  for  other  reasons 
than  it  is  all  out  of  kilter,  or  that  it  is  a  runaway  bureaucracy. 

Let  them  look  at  the  other  areas.  Let  them  go  look  at  the  HUD 
indictments.  As  I  repeat  again,  during  their  lunch  hour  they  spend 
more  money  than  we  do  in  a  year.  And,  yes,  I  am  proud  that  Presi- 
dent Lincoln  created  USDA.  He  sits  up  in  that  chair  down  the  road 
and  is  looking  at  us.  We  are  not  going  to  let  him  down.  We  are 
going  to  make  USDA  the  proud  legacy  of  what  he  started,  and  in 
a  more  efficient  and  compact  manner.  But  it  isn't  like  we  haven't 
started.  All  this  reorganization  thing  is  a  latecomer.  We  had  al- 
ready started  that  with  the  farm  bill  of  1981. 

I  am  sorry  to  take  so  much  of  your  time,  Mr.  Chairman.  Now  you 
do  your  part. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Take  all  the  time  you  want,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Barlow. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  THOMAS  J.  BARLOW  III,  A  REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KEN- 
TUCKY 

Mr.  Barlow.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  attend 
these  proceedings. 

I  just  want  to  say  that,  over  the  past  decades,  we  have  come  to 
realize  that  agriculture  is  going  to  be  looked  to  more  and  more  in 
coming  decades  to  feed  a  world  population  that  is  going  up  at  a 
dramatic  rate.  And  we  are  also  at  the  same  time  coming  to  realize 
that  we  need  to  watch  and  care  for  soil  and  water  resources  for  the 
sake  not  just  of  future  agricultural  productivity  but  for  the  sake  of 
the  health  and  well-being  of  our  society. 

So  the  demands  are  going  in  many  directions.  I  want  to  say  that 
our  long-serving  career  civil  servants  at  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture have  done  a  tremendous  job  over  the  years  at  helping  agri- 
culture, helping  farmers  across  the  Nation,  and  in  helping  farmers 
helping  the  American  people  and  the  world  stay  up  to  these  tasks. 
And  we  are  coming  into  a  period  of  tightening  and  discipline  in 
Federal  spending.  I  want  to  put  myself  on  the  line  pajdng  my  re- 
spects to  Agriculture  Department  civil  servants,  their  dedication, 
and  their  long-suffering  patience  in  working  for  farmers,  working 
with  farmers.  And  I  want  to  be  asking  you  questions  to  make  cer- 
tain that  as  we  go  into  these  disciplining  times  that  we  don't  end 
up  spending  more  money  in  making  any  consolidations  that  may 
come  about  and  that  we  also  stand  by  the  assurances  and  promises 
we  made  to  civil  servants  who  have  come  on  board  in  prior  years 
as  we  may  change  employment  practices  in  future  years. 

I  want  to  make  those  two  questions  to  you  throughout  these 
hearings,  that  we  are  going  to  truly  be  saving  money  because  I 
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think  every  one  of  us  wants  to — ^from  whatever  State,  from  what- 
ever district  we  are  in  America — want  to  do  our  share  to  get  our 
finances  back  in  order.  But  we  don't  want  to  feel  cheated  coming 
out  the  other  end,  finding  ourselves  spending  more  money  in  any 
agency  when  we  went  into  it  to  save  money,  and  we  threw  people's 
lives  into  disarray  to  save  money,  also  that  we  are  going  to  stand 
by  our  commitments  to  our  long-suffering  and  long-serving  career 
employees. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Kingston. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  will  just  address  the  panel  generally.  Your  proposal  calls  for  ag- 
ricultural conservation  committees  with  representatives  of 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  just  a  moment?  We 
have  not  heard  from  the  Secretary  as  yet,  so  if  you  had  an  opening 
statement,  we  are  at  that  point.  We  will  defer  the  questions. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess  that  is  what  I  get  for  com- 
ing late.  Thank  you.  But  I  will  be  ready  when  the  time  comes. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  All  right. 

Mr.  Bishop. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  SANFORD  D.  BISHOP,  JR.,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF 
GEORGIA 

Mr.  Bishop.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  welcome  our  distinguished  witnesses.  Let  me  once  again 
commend  the  Secretary  and  the  Department  for  the  hard  work  that 
you  have  done  this  year.  You  have  had  trying  times.  You  have  put 
on  the  table  some  very  serious  proposals  for  us.  And  we  want  to 
scrutinize  them  and  look  at  them  very  carefully. 

We  appreciate  your  effort  and  your  desire,  along  with  the  admin- 
istration, to  promote  economy  and  efficiency  in  Government;  but  we 
also  appreciate  your  user-friendly  attitude  in  accomplishing  that.  I 
think  the  customer  service  attitude,  the  esprit  de  corps  that  has 
been  alluded  to  that  has  developed  in  the  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, and  in  spite  of  some  media  malignment  I  think  is  exem- 
plary, and  I  want  to  congratulate  you  for  that. 

I  also  would  just  like  to  add  that  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  you 
are  moving  forward  to  protect  the  mission  of  agriculture  in  this 
country,  protection  of  programs  for  farmers,  for  the  agricultural 
community,  and  for  our  consumers.  I  am  very  pleased  with  that 
and  the  modernization  efforts.  Some  of  the  steps  are  going  to  be 
hard.  They  are  going  to  be  difficult.  What  we  want  to  assure  is  that 
our  career  employees  are  protected,  that  the  people  who  derive  the 
services  from  the  Department  will  actually  accomplish  those  serv- 
ices, receive  those  services  in  an  efficient  and  economical  fashion 
with  the  benefit  of  modem  technology. 

I  commend  you  for  that;  and  whatever  we  can  do  to  work  with 
you  to  accomplish  that,  we  are  prepared  to  do  so.  And  again,  we 
look  forward  to  examining  the  proposals  in  great  detail. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Volkmer. 

Mr.  Volkmer.  No  statement. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Several  weeks  ago  I  sent  the  Department  seven 
pages  of  detailed  questions  on  reorganization.  Yesterday  Mr. 
Rominger  sent  us  his  response  to  those  questions. 

I  thank  you  for  those  responses,  which  were  very  thorough  They 
were  what  we  were  looking  for.  I  ask  without  objection  that  they 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record  today. 

[The  information  follows;  the  hearing  continues  on  page  760.] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE    OF    THE    SECRETARV 
WASHINGTON,    D.C.    202S0 


'sSS 


Honorable  Charles  W.  Stenholm 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations 

and  Nutrition 
Committee  on  Agriculture 
1301  Longworth  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

As  you  requested  in  your  November  9  letter,  we  have  prepared  the  following  answers 
to  your  questions  about  the  Department's  plans  for  reorganization.   In  addition  to  transmitting 
the  written  material,  I  have  asked  my  staff  to  brief  the  staff  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  on  the  Department's  plan. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Subcommittee  on  enactment  of  H.R.  3171,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993. 


Sincerely, 


rup^ 


RICHARD  ROMINGER 
Deputy  Secretary 


Enclosure 


AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 
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Referral  Code: 

Th«  Honorable  Richard  Rominqer 

Deputy  Secretary 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  D.C.   20250 

Dear  Secretary  Rominger: 

As  you  Know,  the  Subcommittee  on  Dapartment  Operations  and 
nutrition  is  currently  considering  H.R.  3171,  the  Dapartment  of 
Agriculture  Reorganization  Act  of  1993. 

To  be  sure,  this  measure  in  its  present  form  would  pamit  you  to 
effect  dramatic  changes  in  the  way  the  Department  is  organized 
and  operates.   In  our  effort  to  assist  in  that  regard,  we  are 
seeKing  more  detailed  information  on  how  you  intend  to  inplenent 
the  authority  this  particular  bill  would  grant  to  the  Secretziry. 

The  enclosed  questions  represent  those  that  have  been  raised  nost 
frequently  by  Subcommittee  Members  or  their  staff.   Given  the 
implementation  plans  that  working  groups  have  submitted  to  your 
office,  we  looK  forward  to  your  assistance  in  addressing  these 
concerns. 

He  also  intend  to  invite  you  to  testify  before  the  Subcommittee 
to  discuss  your  implementation  plans,  before  the  Thanksgiving 
break,  if  your  schedule  allows.   Although  wa  trust  these 
questions  and  subsequent  answers  will  assist  in  your  efforts  to 
prepare  for  such  a  bearinq,  w*  would  not  anticipate  then  causing 
a  delay  in  such  an  appearance. 

We  look  forward  to  working  closely  with  you  as  we  address  this 
important  matter.   With  kind  regards,  I  am 

Sincerely, 


(Li 


^VjiwJI 


Charles  H.  Stenhola 
Chairman.  Stibcomnit^ee  on 
DspartBsnt  Operations  and  Nutrition 


Enclosure 
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General  Questions 

1.  Please  provide  dstailed  organizational  charts   showing  how 
the  agency  hierarchies  under  each  assistant  and  under 
secretary  will  be  configured,  down  to  the  State  and  local 
levels,  under  your  plan. 

2.  Please  identify  which  programs  (cited  by  program  account) 
will  be  placed  under  each  of  the  newly-organized  agencies 
under  your  plan. 

3.  Please  provide  a  breakout  of  anticipated  staffing  cuts  by 
function,  agency,  grade  level,  and  salary.   Also,  what  will 
be  the  grade  level  of  new  agency  administrators,  and  what 
will  be  the  titles,  grade  levels,  and  duties  of  those 
reporting  directly  to  them? 

4.  Please  provide  a  detailed  accounting  of  anticipated  savings 
by  program  and  agency.   This,  and  the  above  staffing 
question,  will  help  us  understand  how  you  arrived  at  your  5- 
year  savings  figure  of  $2.3  billion. 

5.  Will  the  Department  phase  in  this  reorganization  in  stages? 
What  is  the  Department's  specific  timetable  for 
implementation? 

6.  Some  Members  have  voiced  concern  about  the  fact  that  your 
reorganization  plan  still  includes  9  assistant  or  under 
secretaries,  the  same  number  of  subcabinet  officials  that 
currently  exist.   Does  this  create  at  least  the  perception 
that  the  Department  really  has  not  slimmed  down  its 
bureaucracy?   For  example,  what  is  the  rationale  for 
creating  a  new  assistant  secretary  for  communications? 

7.  How  many  politically-appointed  positions  will  there  be  in 
the  reorganized  Department  compared  with  the  current  number? 

Mational  Appeals  Division  fSec.  A\ 

1.  List  each  of  the  USDA  progreuns  and  activities  that  will  be 
appealable  under  the  new  National  Appeals  Division  (NAO) , 
which  agency  these  programs  and  activities  are  currently 
under,  and  how  appeals  arc  now  handled  for  them,  including 
discrimination  complaints  by  producers  or  borrowers? 

2.  List  each  of  the  programs  and  activities  that  will  not  be 
appealable  under  the  new  Division,  with  an  explanation  as  to 
why  they  were  not  included.   Similarly,  do  you  anticipate 
retaining  any  existing  USDA  appeals  procedures?   If  so, 
which  ones,  and  why? 

3.  Section  4  permits  the  Secretary  to  establish  by  regulation  a 
single  set  of  procedures  which  apply  to  all  appeals  included 
under  the  new  Division.  Would  this  single  set  of  procedures 
apply  only  to  farmer  appeals,  or  do  you  anticipate  their  use 
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for  appeals  filed  by  nonfarmer  USDA  clients?   If  not,  do  you 
anticipate  establishing  other  sets  of  procedures  under  the 
NAD  for  the  latter  types  of  clients? 

4.  How  will  the  new  appeals  process  wor)t?   More  specifically, 
at  what  point  would  a  client  enter  the  process,  and   how 
will  the  appeal  move  through  this  process?   What  types  of 
officials  will  hear  appeals,  what  qualifications  will  you 
require  them  to  have,  and  who  will  supervise  them?   How  will 
you  ensure  their  objectivity  and  independence? 

5.  Will  the  new  process  build  in  deadlines  for  USDA  customers 
to  receive  decisions  on  their  appeals,  and  deadlines  for 
USDA  to  implement  corrective  actions  where  decisions  are 
overturned? 

6.  Who  will  have  final  authority  to  reverse  or  sustain  an 
appeal  under  the  new  system?   The  head  of  the  NAD  or  the 
secretary? 

7.  What  types  of  special  training  will  be  needed  for  appeals 
officials?   How  will  you  ensure  that  they  have  the  technical 
knowledge  needed  to  make  informed  decisions? 

8.  Which  provisions  of  the  appeals  legislation  (H.R.    2950) 
introduced  by  Rep.  Johnson  do  you  support,  and  how  would  you 
incorporate  them  into  your  implementation  of  the  NAO?   Which 
features  of  this  bill  do  you  oppose,  and  why? 

Farm  Service  Aoancv  fSec.  1Q2K 

1.  How  will  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  staff  of  the 
PmHA,  ASCS,  and  FCIC  at  the  Federal,  State  and  local  levels 
change  under  the  new  FSA?   For  example,  will  FmHA,  ASCS,  and 
FCIC  simply  be  converted  into  separate  divisions  and 
continue  to  operate  independently  of  one  another  under  the 
FSA  banner? 

2.  Since  employees  who  now  work  for  FmHA,  FCIC,  and  ASCS  will 
become  employees  of  a  single  FSA,  which  will  be  charged  with 
delivering  a  much  wider  range  of  farmer  services,  what  types 
of  cross-training  will  be  required  of  then  (both  at  the 
Federal  and  local  levels)?  what  plans  are  you  making  to  do 
so? 

3.  How  will  the  field  structure  of  FSA  be  configured?  For 
exanple,  will  State  and  dietrict/area  offices  continue  to 
exist  between  the  National  and  local  levels? 

4.  HOW  will  State  FSA  directors  be  selected?  Will  the 
secretary  choose  between  the  current  PnHA  end  ASCS  State 
directors? 

5.  Will  local  (county/area)  FSA  directors  be  converted  to 
Federal  civil  service  status?  How  will  they  be  selected? 
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6.  In  field  offices,  what,  will  be  the  relationship  between 
Federal  civil  servants  and  non-Federal  personnel?  who  will 
supervise  them,  and  will  they  be  supervised  under  the  same 
personnel  rules  and  regulations?   How  will  the  seniority 
system  work?   What  potential  conflicts  do  you  foresee  as  a 
result  of  their  different  employment  and  pay  status,  and  how 
do  you  intend  to  resolve  them?    Do  you  anticipate 
converting  county  ASC  employees  to  Federal  status,  and  why 
or  why  not? 

7.  Will  FSA  employees  be  responsible  for  selling  crop  insurance 
policies  at  farm  service  centers?   How  will  the  current 
reliance  on  the  private  insurance  sector  be  altered  under 
the  new  structure?   Will  farmers  still  be  visited  at  their 
homes,  or  will  insurance  become  available  only  through  PSA 
offices?   How  will  the  roles  of  area  claims  offices,  and  the 
processing  of  claims,  change? 

State,  countv.  ^nd  Area  Committees  (Sec.  103^ 

1.  currently,  legislation  requires  ASCS  and  FmHA  county 
committees.   Does  sec.  103,  which  would  merely  permit  State, 
county,  or  area  committees,  signify  that  the  Secretary  might 
choose  not  to  utilize  such  committees  in  some  areas? 

2.  Vlhat  specific  powers  and  responsibilities  will  local 
committees  be  given  if  this  legislation  is  approved?  Whet 
procedures  will  be  used  to  select  committee  members — both 
for  those  to  be  elected  and  those  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Secretary?  will  the  appointed  members  have  expertise, 
duties  and  authorities  which  differ  from  the  elected 
members? 

3.  Because  local  committees  will  have  responsibility  for 
overseeing  a  broader  range  of  programs,  should  membership  be 
expanded  to  more  than  five?   Could  the  appropriate  number  be 
determined  locally,  perhaps  within  a  fixed  range? 

4.  What  plans  does  USDA  intend  to  make  to  train  committee 
members  and/or  provide  them  with  additional  technical 
assistance? 

5.  What  la  the  rationale  for  appointing  two  county  committee 
meabers? 

6.  What  will  be  the  relationship  of  local  FSA  conmitteea  to 
local  FSA  personnel?   What  will  be  their  role  in  the 
supervision  (hiring  and/or  firing,  job  evaluation,  etc.)  of 
these  personnel,  including  the  local  FSA  director? 

7.  Will  the  local  committees  be  involved  in  the  appeals 
process,  and,  if  so,  how? 
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Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development 

1.    If  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  fara  programs  will  be 
moved  to  the  new  FSA,  how  will  rural  housing  loans  be  made 
and  serviced  under  your  reorganization? 

Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service  (Sec.  303 ^ 

1.  Does  the  office  of  the  current  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food 
and  Consumer  Services  nave  the  technical  capacity  and 
experience  to  oversee  and  contract  out  basic  or  applied 
scientific  research? 

2.  How  will  the  reorganized  Department  of  Agriculture  ensure 
the  scientific  inte<grity  of  nutrition  research  and  education 
and  keep  it  free  of  political  considerations? 

3.  How  do  you  intend,  under  a  reorganized  Department,  to  ensure 
that  nutrition  research  and  education  activities  are 
appropriately  coordinated  between  all  of  the  agencies  with 
responsibilities  in  these  areas? 

4.  will  the  proposed  changes  under  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services  result  in  any  changes 
in  mission,  emphasis  or  direction  with  regard  to  present 
nutrition  research  and  education  activities  within  the 
Department? 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (Sec.  401i 

1.  What  is  the  current  breakdown  of  agricultural  versus 
nonagricultural  work  (measured  by  customer,  funding,  and/or 
progreuD  activity) ,  and  how  will  that  change  under  the  new 
NRCS? 

2.  If  cost-sharing  programs  currently  under  ASCS  (e.g.,  AGP, 
CRP,  etc.)  are  transferred  to  the  new  NRCS,  who  will 
determine  program  priorities  for  funds  (particularly  with 
regard  to  agricultural  landowners) ,  review  project 
proposals,  and  disburse  funds? 

3.  Does  the  NRCS  currently  have  the  technical  and  management 
capabilities  to  effectively  carry  out  these  additional 
responsibilities?  Please  provide  an  accounting  of  the 
number  of  national.  State,  and  local-level  staff  now 
connected  to  ASCS  (including  local  non-Federal  employees) 
that  will  need  to  be  shifted  to  the  NRCS. 

4.  If  the  NRCS  employs  FSA  personnel  to  provide  administrative 
assistance  to  operate  certain  conservation  programs,  would 
this  assistance  be  calculated  into  FSA  employees'  workload 
evaluation? 


680 


5.  Please  also  provide  data  on  anticipated  reductions  in 
paperwork  and  other  administrative  requirements  anticipated 
as  a  result  of  program  transfers. 

6.  What  will  be  the  relationship  at  the  local/field  office 
level  of  NRCS  employees  to  FSA  employees?   Does  the 
Secretary's  implementation  plan  anticipate  a  single  field 
office  supervisor  overseeing  the  work  of  employees  of  both 
agencies,  or  will  there  be  two  separate  supervisory 
structures  at  the  local  level? 

7.  Could  situations  occur  where  local  NRCS  employees  might  be 
assigned  to  work  under  local  FSA  supervisors — and, 
conversely,  local  FSA  employees  assigned  to  work  under  NRCS 
supervisors? 

8.  It  is  our  understanding  that  SCS  and  ASCS  currently  have 
differing  regulatory  definitions  for  many  terms  (e.g., 
cropland,  farm)  that  could  cause  policy  conflicts  at  the 
local  level.   What,  if  any,  plans  does  the  Departnent  have 
for  standardizing  these  definitions? 

9.  How  will  FSA  farm  production  program  and  policy  work  be 
coordinated  with  NRCS  conservation  program  and  policy  work 
at  the  local  level,  and,  where  potential  conflicts  arise, 
how  will  they  be  resolved? 

10.  Will  the  roles  of  the  local  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts/boards  need  to  be  changed,  and  in  what  way? 

11.  Why  does  H.R.  3171  specifically  prohibit  (in  Sec.  102,  lines 
21-23)  the  secretary  from  transferring  to  the  new  FSA 
"conservation  programs  authorized  to  be  assigned  to  the 
[NRCS]  by  section  401  of  this  Act"? 

12.  We  understand  that  USDA  intends  to  collocate  NRCS  in  the 
same  offices  where  FSA  is  located  in  the  field.   How  will 
the  NRCS  programs  be  delivered— both  to  agricultural  and 
nonagricultural  customers — in  areas  where  agricultural 
activity  does  might  not  warrant  a  FSA  office? 

Marketing  and  Inspection  Serviceg  (See.  SOU 

1.  Many  agricultural  interests  have  questioned  your  reasoning 
in  conblning  the  Packers  and  stockyards  Administration  (PSA) 
with  the  Federal  Grain  Inspection  service  (FOIS)  into  a 
single  agency.   What  commonalities  do  the  two  agencies  share 
that  B<Jce  them  candidates  for  consolidation? 

2.  If  food  safety  is  considered  such  an  important  part  of 
USDA's  work,  why  does  your  proposed  reorganization  plan  not 
make  it  more  visible  by  separating  this  work  from  farm 
marketing  and  promotion  activities  and  elevating  FSIS  and 
other  food  safety  programs  to  an  independent  assistant  or 
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under  secretary  for  food  safety?   Did  you  consider  this 
option? 

Research  and  Extension  (Sec.  6011 

1.  If  the  Economic  Research  Service  (ERS)  will  be  reporting  to 
an  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics,  will 
there  be  one  or  two  Deputy  Assistant  Secretaries — one  for 
Economics  (ERS,  NASS,  World  Board),  and  one  for  ARS,  CSRS, 
Extension,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library  (NAL)? 

2.  Since  ARS  is  larger  in  budget  and  staff  than  the  other  units 
combined,  some  are  concerned  that  this  holds  the  potential 
of  creating  an  unbalanced  relationship  among  the  various 
Administrators,  one  favoring  the  current  ARS  philosophy  and 
mission  (including  a  reliance  on  centralized  decision 
making)  over  that  of  the  state  cooperators.   What  will  be 
the  wor)cing  relationship  between  the  in-house  and  State 
research  and  extension  functions? 

3.  Will  there  need  to  be  an  additional  layering  of 
administration  to  service  the  substantially  different 
functions  of  ARS,  CSRS,  and  ES?   Why  or  why  not?   Will  each 
of  the  units  now  headed  by  an  Administrator  continue  to  be 
headed  by  an  Administrator? 

4.  If  existing  units  (ARS,  ERS,  etc.)  are  combined  or  split  up, 
.  what  are  the  criteria  upon  which  these  decisions  will  b« 

based? 

5.  As  you  know,  only  20%  of  the  State  and  local  Extension 
budget  derives  from  the  Federal  level,  and  Cooperative 
Research  is  similarly  funded.   if  Extension  and  cooperative 
Research  are  combined  with  another  unit,  what  implications 
does  this  have  for  research  and  extension  work  at  the  local 
level?   More  specifically,  how  do  you  propose  to  continue  to 
b«  the  national  coordinator  of  the  national  Cooperative 
Extension  system  and  the  national  Cooperative  Research 
system  under  the  proposed  plan? 

6.  The  proposed  consolidation  of  agencies  presently  under 
Science  and  Education  appears  to  form  a  very  large  service 
similar  to  the  Science  and  Education  Administration  that  was 
attempted  and  abandoned  in  the  late  1970s,   in  what  ways 
does  the  proposed  new  organization  differ  from  this  earlier 
effort? 

7.  Will  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service 
continue  to  include  the  full  mission  of  the  Extension 
Sarvice  as  authorized  by  the  Smith-Lever  Act— such  as 
agriculture,  economics,  4-H  and  youth  development,  family 
•conomics ,  etc . ? 
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8.  The  1890s  university  system  has  a  long  history  of  focusing 
on  underprivileged  youth  and  families.  Under  the  proposed 
structure,  how  will  these  colleges  maintain  these  missions? 

Other  Issues 

1.  How  does  the  Department  intend  to  continue  to  abide  by  the 
directive  in  the  Food,  Agriculture,  Conservation,  and  Trade 
Act  of  1990  [Section  2501(g)(1)]  for  "consolidated 

auboffices"  to  be  located  in  tribal  headquarters*  offices  in 
counties  where  Indian  reservations  are  located? 

2.  What  other  actions  are  you  contemplating  which  would  improve 
the  availability  and  access  of  USDA  programs  to  Native 
American  farmers  and  ranchers? 
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QUKSTIONS  SI  HMIITKI)  BY  COMJRKSSMAN  STKNHOI.M  (11/9/93) 
(;KNKRAL  QUKSTIONS 


Questiun:    I:     Please  pnuule  deuiled  oruanization  charts  showing  how  the  agency 

hierarchies  under  each  assistant  and  under  secretary  will  be  configured,  down 
to  the  State  and  local  levels,  under  your  plan. 

Answer:  We  have  provided  a  copy  ot  the  proposed  USDA  organization  chart  and  back 

up  tables  showing  how  current  agencies  and  .staff  offices  will  be  configured 
under  the  new  organization,  in  addition,  we  have  provided  the  organization 
chans  for  the  major  agency  reorganization  efforts. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Under  Secretary  for 
Farm  and  International 
Trade  Services 


Proposed 


Farm  Service  Agency 


International  Agricultural  Trade 
Service 


Existing 


Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service,  except  for 
conservation  cost-share  programs 
transferred  to  the  new  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service  and 
the  National  Appeals  Division  which  is 
separate. 

Farmers  Home  Administration  Farmer 
Programs 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 


Foreign  Agricultural  Service 

Office  of  International  Cooperation  and 
Development 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Under  Secretary 

for  Rural  Economic  a 

nd 

Community  Development 

Proposed 

Existine 

Rural  Utilities  Service 

REA  telephone/electric  programs 
RDA  water/sewer  programs 

Rural  Housing  and  Community 

FmHA  rural  housing  programs 

Development  Service 

RDA  &  REA  rural  community  lending 
programs 

Rural  Business  and  Cooperative 

RDA  &  REA  business  development 

Development  Service 

programs 

Alternative  Agricultural  Research 
and  Commercialization 

Agricultural  Cooperative  Service 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Under  Secretary 

for  Food.  Nutrition  and 

Consumer  Services 

I'ntposed 

Kxisiine 

Food  and  Consumer  Service 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

Office  of  the  Consumer  Advisor 

!  Nutrition  Research  and  Kducatiun 

Human  Nutrition  Information  Service 

Service 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretary  for 

Natural  Resources 

and  Environment 

Proposed 

Fxistine 

Forest    Service 

No  change 

Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 

Conservation  Service  cost-share 

programs. 

NOTE:    Also  includes: 

(.'ouncil  on  Environmental  Quality: 

Pesticides  Policy 

Water  Quality 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretary 
for  Marketing  and 
Inspection  Services 


Propiised 


Kxisting 


Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

No  change 

Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 

No  change 

Service 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

No  change 

(irain  Inspection.  Packers  and 

Federal  drain  Inspection  Service 

Stock vards  Administration 

1 

i 
i 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretarv 

i     for  Research,  Education 

and  Economics 

I'roDosed 

Existine 

Auricultural  Research  and  Kducatiun 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

Service 

Cooperative  State  Research  Service 

Extension  Service 

National  Agricultural  Library 

Ecunumic  Research  Service 

Economic  Research  Service 

Office  of  Energy 

National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service 

No  change 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretary  tor 
Administration 

Froppsed 


Existing 


Civil  Kiyhts  Knforcemeni* 

No  change,  except  Small  and                        1 
Disadvantaged  Business  Utilization               1 
becomes  a  separate  staff  office. 

Infurmation  Resuurces  Manage- 
ment 

No  change 

Operations 

No  change 

Personnel* 

No  change 

Small  and  Disadvantaged  Business 
Utilization 

Current  function  of  Civil  Rights 
Enforcement  becomes  a  separate  staff 
office. 

Administrative  Law  Judges/Judicial 
Officer 

No  change 

Board  of  Contract  Appeals 

No  change 

*As  previously  announced,  dispute 
resolution  functions  are  transferred 
from  Personnel  to  Civil  Rights 
Enforcement 

692 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretary  tor 
Communications 


Proposed 


Existing 


OMlce  ol  (ommunicuiions 


Office  ol  Public  Alfairs.  except  Office  of 
Intercovernmental  Relations  will  be 
iransferred  to  the  Office  of  Congressional 
Relations 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Assistant  Secretary  for 
(Jongressional  Relations 


Proposed 


Existing 


Office  t)l  Cont;ressional  and 
Inieruuxernmental  Kelations 


Congressiunal  Relations  Staff 

Office  of  Intergovernmental  Affairs 
(transferred  from  the  Office  of  Public 
Affairs  I 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


(ieneral  Counsel 

Proposed 

Existing 

OfTice  ot  Cenerul  Counsel 

No  change 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Inspector  (General 

Proposeci  Existing 

Office  iif  Inspector  dciieral  No  chance 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Proposed  Headquarters  Organization 


Executive  Operations 

Proposed 

Existine 

Chief  Economist 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Economics 

World  Agricultural  Outlook  Board 

Economic  Analysis  Staff 

OfTice  of  Budget  and  Program  Analysis 

No  change 

(3frice  of  Executive  Secretariat 

No  change 

National  Appeals  Division 

Agricultural  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service 
Appeals  Division 

Farmers  Home  Administration 
Appeals  Division 

Soil  Conservation  Service 
Appeals  Staff 

Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Appeals  Staff 

Chief  Fmancial  Officer 

Finance  and  Management  (Assistant 
Secretary  for  Administration  served 
as  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  until 
December,  1993) 
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(;knkral  qukstions 


Question   2:    Please  identity  which  programs  (cited  by  program  account)  will  be  placed 
under  each  ot  the  newly-orsianized  agencies  under  your  plan. 

Answer:  See  attached  table. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
REORGANIZATION  PROPOSAL 


New  Agency 

Former  Agency/Account 

Office  of  ttie  Secretary 

Immediate  Office 

Deputy  Secretary 

Under  Secretary  for  lACP 

Under  Secretary  for  SCRD 

Assistant  Secretary  for  FCS 

Assistant  Secretary  for  NRE 

Assistant  Secretary  for  MIS 

Assistant  Secretary  for  S&E 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional  Relations 

Farm  Service  Agency 

FmHA-Farm  Loans  Program  Account 
FmHA-Ag  Resource  Conservation  Demo  Program 
FmHA-Outreacti  for  Socially  Disadvantaged  Farmers 
FmHA-State  Mediation  Grants 
FmHA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
FCIC-Adminlstrative  and  Operating  Expenses 
FCIC-Federal  Crop  Insurance  Fund 
ASCS-Conservation  Reserve  Program 
ASCS-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation 

International  Agricultural  Trade 
Service 

Foreign  Agricultural  Service 
Office  of  ttie  General  Sales  Sales  Manager 
Office  of  International  Cooperation  &  Development 
Public  Lav\^  480 

Rural  Utilities  Service 

REA-Electric  and  Teleptione  Loans 

REA-Rural  Teleptione  Bank 

REA-Rural  Communication  Development  Fund 

REA-Distance  Learning  and  Medical  Link 

REA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (pari) 

RDA-Water  and  Waste  Disposal  Loans  (part  of  RDIF) 

RDA-Water  and  Waste  Disposal  Grants 

RDA-Emergency  Community  Water  Assistance  Grants 

RDA-Solid  Waste  Management  Grants 

RDA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
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New  Agency 

Former  Agency/Account 

Rural  Housing  and  Community 
Development  Service 

REAEconomic  Development  Loans  Program  Account  (part) 
REAEconomic  Development  Grants  (part) 
REASalaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
RDA-Community  Facility  Loans  (part  of  RDIF) 
RDA-Rural  Community  Fire  Protection  Grants 
RDARural  Development  Grants 
RDA-Rural  Development  Loan  Fund 
RDA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
FmHARural  Housing  Insurance  Fund  Program  Account 
FmHA-Self  Help  Housing  Land  Dev.  Fund  Program  Acct 
FmHA-Mutual  And  Self-Help  Housing  Grants 
FmHA-Rural  Housing  for  Domestic  Farm  Labor  Grants 
FmHA-Very-Lowr  Income  Housing  Repair  Grants 
FmHA-Supervisory  and  Technical  Assistance  Grants 
FmHA-Rural  Housing  Preservation  Grants 
FmHA-Compensation  for  Construction  Defects 
FmHA-Rental  Assistance  Program 
FmHA-Rural  Housing  Voucher  Program 
FmHA-Watershed  and  Flood  Prevention  Loans 
FmHAResource  Conservation  &  Development  Loans 
FmHA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 

Rural  Business  and  Cooperative 
Development  Service 

REAEconomic  Development  Loans  Program  Account  (part) 
REA-Economic  Development  Grants  (part) 
REA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
RDA-Business  and  Industry  Loans  (part  of  RDIF) 
RDA-Alcohol  Fuels  Loans 
RDA-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 
Alternative  Agricultural  Research  &  Commerialization 
Agricultural  Cooperative  Service 

Food  and  Consumer  Service 

FNS-Food  Stamp  Program 

FNS-Nutrition  Assistance  to  Puerto  Rico 

FNS-Food  Distribution  Program  on  Indian  Reservations 

FNS-Child  Nutrition  Programs 

FNS-Special  Milk  Program 

FNS-Special  Supplemental  Food  Program  (WIG) 

FNS-Commodity  Supplemental  Food  Program 

FNS-Nutrition  Program  tor  the  Elderly 

FNS-Commodities  for  Soup  Kitchens 

FNS-Emergency  Food  Assistance  Program 

FNS-Food  Program  Administration 

Office  of  the  Consumer  Advisor 

Nutrition  Research  and  Education 
Service 

Human  Nutrition  Information  Service 
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New  Agency 

Former  Agency/Account 

Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service 

ASCS  Agncultural  Conservation  Program 

ASCSEmergency  Conservation  Program 

ASCS-Wetiands  Reserve  Program 

ASCS-Forestry  Incentives  Programs                                            , 

ASCS  Water  Bank  Program 

ASCS  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Program 

ASCS-Salaries  and  Expenses  (part) 

SCSConservation  Operations 

SCS-Watershed  and  Flood  Prevention  Operations                      | 

SCS-Great  Plains  Conservation  Program 

SCS  Resource  Conservation  and  Development 

SCS  River  Basin  Surveys  and  Investigation 

SCS  Watershed  Planning 

Forest  Service 

Forest  Research 

International  Forestry 

State  and  Provate  Forestry 

Emergency  Pest  Supression  Fund 

National  Forest  System 

Forest  Service  Fire  Protection 

Emergency  Forest  Service  Firetighting  Fund 

Construction 

Land  Acquisition 

Acquisition  of  Lands  for  National  Forests 

Acquisition  of  Lands  to  Complete  Land  Exchanges 

Range  Betterment  Fund 

Gifts,  Donations  and  Bequests  for  Forest  and  Rangeland  Res. 

Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 

Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection 
Service 

Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service 
Buildings  and  Facilities 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

Marketing  Services 

Payments  to  States  and  Possessions                                        || 

Grain  Inspection,  Packers  and 
Stockyards  Administration 

Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration 

Agricultural  Research  and  Education 
Service 

Agricultural  Research  Sen/ice 
ARS-Buildings  and  Facilities 
Cooperative  State  Research  Service 
CSRS-Buildings  and  Facilities 
Extension  Service 
National  Agricultural  Library 

Economic  Research  Service 

Economic  Research  Service                                                   || 
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New  Agency 

Former  Agency/Account 

National  Agricultural  Statistics 
Service 

National  Agricultural  Statistics  Service 

Office  of  tfie  General  Counsel 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General 

Office  of  the  Inspector  General                                                    : 

Executive  Operations 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Economics 

World  Agricultural  Outlook  Board 

Economic  Analysis  Staff 

Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Analysis 

Office  of  Executive  Secretariat 

Chief  Financial  Officer 

Office  of  Finance  and  Management  (part  of  Dept.  Admin.) 

National  Appeals  Division 

Office  of  Communications 

Office  of  Public  Affairs                                                              1 

Departmental  Administration 

Departmental  Administration: 

Advocacy  and  Enterprise 

Information  Resources  Management 

Operations 

Personnel 

Small  and  Disadvantaged  Business  Utilization 

Administrative  Law  Judges/Judicial  Officer 

Board  of  Contract  Appeals 
Rental  Payments 
Advisory  Committes 
Hazardous  Waste  Management 
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( ;  KN  K.K  A I .  Ql  KS 1 1(  )NS 

Question    3:    Ple;iNc  pnn  ido  a  breakout  ot  anticipated  statTing  cuts  by  function,  juency. 
•jracic  IcM'l.  and  salary.    .-Xlso.  what  will  be  the  grade  level  ot  new  agency 
adinini\iratorN.  and  what  will  lie  the  titles,  grade  levels,  and  duties  ot  those 
reporting  directly  to  thein.' 

.Answer:  .Attached  are  charts  which  provide  the  agency  level  detail  for  staff  year 

reductions,  by  headquarters  versus  field,  administrative  versus  other  staff,  and 
reductions  in  GM  14.15  and  SES  staff.  \\  this  time  the  grade  level  of  the 
administrators  and  those  reporting  directly  to  them  has  not  been  determined. 
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(;K\KRAI.  QIKSTIONS 

Question  4:  F'lfaNC  pnuKio  j  detaileil  aLCOuntini:  ot  .iniicipated  savints  by  program  and 
jiieiKv  I  Ills,  jrid  the  above  xtattinji  queMion.  will  help  us  understand  how 
\ou  arriMvl  ai  \(iur  5-\ear  savings  figure  ol  S2.3  billion. 

Answer:  Two  tables  are  provided  to  answer  your  question.    The  first  table  shows  dollar 

savings  due  to  siatt  year  reductions.  First,  the  axerage  tost  per  staff  year  of 
each  agency  was  calculated.  This  cost  uas  then  multiplied  by  the  year  by  year 
change  in  siatt  years  to  derive  the  savings  figures.  The  second  table  reflects 
the  year  to  year  savings  from  the  Presidents  initiative  to  reduce  administrative 
expenses.  If  you  add  the  SI. 2  billion  in  savings  due  to  staff  year  reductions  to 
the  SI. I  billion  in  savings  due  to  reductions  in  administrative  expenses  you  get 
the  S2.3  billion  savinsis  fi<jure. 
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(IKNKKAI.  QIJKSTIONS 


(Jucslion    5:    Will  ihe  DcpartmeiU  phase  in  ihis  reorganization  in  stages?   What  is  the 
Deparinient  s  specific  timetable  for  implementation: 

Answer:  We  have  already  taken  some  steps  to  begin  implementation  of  the  Secretary's 

reorganization  plan.  For  example,  a  Secretary's  Memorandum  was  issued 
September  Ml  \'■N^  that  made  a  number  of  changes  concerning  some  specific 
USDA  agencies.    The  Secretary's  Memorandum  has  been  provided  for  your 
information. 

However,  full  implementation  of  the  proposal  will  begin  after  enactment  of  the 
required  legislation.  Once  approval  is  received,  the  Department  will  begin 
implementation  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  headquarters.  The  actual 
implementation  will  require  substantial  changes  in  the  payroll  system  for  many 
employees.  Changes  in  space  locations  will  take  some  time.  We  hope  to  have 
the  majority  of  headquarters  changes  accomplished  within  a  year  after  authority 
is  provided.   The  field  changes  would  be  phased  in  over  a  three  year  period. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
omce  or  the  sccretarv 

«*SHiNCTON.  0.  c.  2oae 


Seotemoer  30,  1993 


SECRETARY'S  MEMORANDUM  1020-39 


ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT; 
ASSIGNMENTS  AND  REASSIGNMENTS  OF  TONOTTONfi 


BACKGROUND  AND  PURPOSE 

In  the  action  of  the  conferees  on  the  Agriculture, 
Rural  Development,  Food  and  Drug  Adainistration ,  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act,  1994,  Public 

Law  No.  103- (Appropriations  Act) ,  funds  have 

been  provided  for  the  acconplishBent  of  certain 
functions  assigned  to  this  Department  by  law,  and 
specific  directions  have  been  made  regarding  the 
organizational  structxire  within  the  Department  of 
the  agencies  and  offices  'through  which  such 
functions  should  be  carried  out.  In  particular,  as 
agreed  by  the  conferees  the  Appropriations  Act  (1) 
adds  the  funding  for  functions  assigned  to  the  Rural 
Development  Administration  to  funds  appropriated  for 
the  activities  of  the  Farmers  Home  Administration; 
(2)  adds  ftinds  for  the  functions  of  the  Human 
Nutrition  Information  Service  to  monies  provided  for 
the  programs  and  activities  of  the  Agricultural 
Research  Service;  (3)  provides  additional  funds  to 
the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  for  ths  functions 
presently  assigned  to  ths  Office  of  International 
Cooperation  and   Developaent;  and  (4)  provides 
additional  funds  to  thm   Agricultural  MarJceting 
Service  for  ths  functions  presently  assigned  to  ths 
Agricultural  Cooperativs  Service.  I  havs  datermined 
that  there  is  a  need  to  take  actions  in  thess  four 
areas  which  will  address  tha  issues  which  have 
arisen  as  a  result  of  these  provisions  of  ths 
Appropriations  Act. 

Purthsr,  I  have  deterainad  that  thsra  is  a  naad  to 
take  additional-  actions  at  ths>  present  tins  tfhich 
will  (5)  assure  that  ths  activities  of  tha  Fadaral 
Crop  Insurancs  Corporation  ars  overseen  by  ths 
senior  official  of  this  Department  also  rasponsibla 
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for  fam  income,  price  support,  and  disaster  payment 
programs;  (6)  assign  the  Department's  equal  oppor- 
tunity and  civil  rights  functions  to  a  new  Office  of 
Civil  Rights  Enforcement;  and  (7)  create  within  the 
Department  a  separate  Office  of  Small  and  Disadvan- 
taged Business  Utilization. 

As  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  I  have  broad  authority 
to  organize  and  direct  the  functions  assigned  to  me 
and  to  the  Department  by  law,  and  to  delegate  the 
performance  of  the  Department's  prograuns  and 
activities  to  such  officers  and  agencies  of  the 
Department  as  I  deem  appropriate.   7  U.S.C.  SS  2202, 
2204;  Reorganization  Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  SS  1,  4. 
It  is  also  important  to  note  that  I  have  recently 
proposed  a  substantial  reorganization  of  the 
Department  and  its  agencies  and  offices,  and  that 
certain  elements  of  such  reorganization,  when 
implemented,  will  directly  affect  the  assignment 
within  the  Department  of  all  of  the  functions 
mentioned  specifically  in  the  paragraphs  above. 

ACTIONS  ORDERED 

The  following  actions  are  hereby  ordered: 

a     Rural  Development  Administration 

The  Rural  Development  Administration  is  sm 
agency  of  this  Department  es'tahliahed  by 
statute.   Pub.  L.  No.  101-624,  S  2302;  Pub.  L. 
No.  102-237,  SS  702(a),  1010.   Pending  enact- 
ment of  legislation  abolishing  the  Rural  Devel- 
opment Administration  and  specifically 
authorizing  the  transfer  of  that  agency's 
functions  to  a  successor  agency  within  the 
Department,  the  Rural  Development  Administra- 
tion shall  continue  to  exivt  as  a  separate 
agency  of  USDA,  and  shall  continue  to  report  to 
the  Under  Secretary  for  Small  Community  and 
Rural  Development.   Such  funds  as  are  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  programs  and  activities 
presently  assigned  to  the  Rural  Development 
Administration,  and  to  pay  the  saleories  and 
expenses  of  such  agency,  are  ordered  trans- 
ferred from  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1994  for  the  activities  and  operations  of 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration. 


729 


-cer  30,  1993 


Human  Nutrition  Information  Service 

Pending  actions  to  implement  the  reorganization 
which  I  have  recently  proposed,  the  Human 
Nutrition  Information  Service  shall  continue  to 
exist  as  an  agency  of  this  Deparrnent,  and 
shall  continue  to  report  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services.   Such 
funds  as  are  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
programs  and  activities  presently  assigned  to 
the  Human  Nutrition  Information  Service,  and  to 
pay  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  such  agency, 
are  ordered  transferred  from  the  funds  appro- 
priated for  fiscal  year  1994  for  the  activities 
and  operations  of  the  Agricultxiral  Research 
Service. 

Office  of  Tnterpational  Cooperation  and 
Development 

In  keeping  with  the  action  taken  in  the  Appro- 
priations Act,  and  with  tlie  parallel  proposal 
cont:iir.ed  in  the  reorganization  plans  which  I 
have  recently  announced,  the  Office  of  Interna- 
tional Cooperation  and  Development  is  hereby 
terminated,  and  its  functions  are  hereby  trans- 
ferred to  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service. 

Agricultural  Cooperative  Service 

Pending  actions  to  implement  more  completely 
the  reorganization  which  I  have  recently 
proposed,  the  Agricultiiral  Cooperative  Service 
shall  continue  to  exist  as  an  agency  of  this 
Department,  but  it  shall  henceforth  report  to 
the  Under  Secretary  for  Snail  Conmunity  and 
Rural  Development.   Such  funds  as  are  necessary 
to  caLTTY   out  the  programs  and  activities 
presently  assigned  to  the  Agriculttiral  Coopera- 
tive Service,  and  to  pay  the  salaries  and 
expenses  of  such  agency,  are  ordered  trans- 
ferred from  the  funds  appropriated  for  fiscal 
year  1994  for  the  activities  and  operations  of 
the  Agricultural  Harketing  Service. 

Federal  rrop  TnayirT^e*  Corporation 

General  supervision  of  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation  is  hereby  transferred 
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from  the  Under  Secretary  for  Small  Community 
and  Rural  Development  to  the  Under  Secretary 
for  International  Affairs  and  Commodity 
Programs. 

f    Office  of  Civil  Rights  Enforcement 

There  is  established  witihin  the  Department  an 
Office  of  Civil  Rights  Enforcement,  which  will 
be  headed  by  a  Director.   The  Office  of  Civil 
Rights  Enforcement  will  perfom  all  equal 
opportunity  and  civil  rights  functions  formerly 
assigned  to  the  Office  of  Advocacy  and 
Enterprise,  including  functions  relating  to  the 
investigation  and  resolution  of  equal  employ- 
ment opportxinity  complaints  recently 
transferred  from  the  Office  of  Personnel,  with 
the  exception  of  functions  related  to  small  and 
disadvantaged  business  utilization.  The  Office 
of  Advocacy  and  Enterprise  is  hereby 
terminated. 

g    Office  of  Small  and  Disadvantaged  Business 

Ptilizfltjgn 

There  is  established  within  the  Department  an 
Office  of  Small  and  Disadvantaged  Business 
Utilization,  which  will  be  headed  by  a 
Director.  The  Office  of  Ssall  and  Disadvan- 
taged Business  atlllzatlon  shall  perfom  all 
staff  activities  in  support  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Administration,  who  serves  as  the 
Department's  Director  of  Small  and  Disadvan- 
taged Business  Utilization  under  Public  Lav  No. 
95-507.  These  functions  were  formerly  assigned 
to  the  Office  of  Advocacy  and  Enterprise. 

INCIDENTAL  TRANSFERS 

The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration  and  the 
Director,  Office  of  Budget  and  Program  Analysis,  am 
authorized  to  approve  such  transfers  of  funds, 
personnel,  employment  authority,  space,  records, 
property,  and  Incidentals  as  may  be  necessary  to 
li^lement  the  provisions  of  this  Memorandum. 

EXISTING  DIRECTIVES  ^ 

Prior  delegations,  of  authority,  administra^vs 
regulations,  and  other  directives  not  inconsistent 
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with  the  provisions  of  this  Menorandua  shall  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE 

The  actions  ordered  by  this  Memorandua  shall  take 
effect  on  October  1,  1993. 

TERMINATION 

This  MeDorandum  shall  remain  in  effect  for  ninety 
days,  or  shall  terminate  at  such  earlier  tine  as  the 
Department's  published  delegations  of  authority  have 
been  revised  to  incorporate  the  provisions  of  this 
MeaoranduB. 


MIKE  ESPY 

SAcretsry^f  Agricultura 
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(iKNKRALQllKSTIONS 

Qucsli«»n    6:    Some  Menihers  have  voiced  concern  about  the  fact  that  your  reorganization 
plan  Ntill  includes  y  assistant  or  under  secretaries,  the  same  number  of 
subcabinet  otticials  that  currently  exist.    Does  this  create  at  least  the  perception 
that  the  Department  really  has  not  slimmed  down  its  bureaucracy.'   For 
example,  what  is  the  rationale  for  creating  a  new  assistant  secretary  for 
communications.' 

Answer:  The  number  of  under  and  assistant  secretaries  has  remained  the  same. 

However,  the  areas  of  responsibility  have  been  structured  in  a  more  functional 
way.    The  number  of  agencies  has  been  reduced  and  mission  oriented 
organizations  are  planned  within  the  agencies.   The  proposed  reorganization 
will  allow  the  subcabinet  officers  to  oversee  streamlined  agencies  providing 
improved  services  to  our  clientele. 


Question   7: 


In  response  to  your  specific  question  regarding  the  Office  of  Communications, 
we  believe  that  elevating  the  status  of  the  agency  head  will  enable  the  office 
to  play  a  stronger  Depanmental  role  in  delivering  timely  and  accurate 
information  within  and  outside  USDA.   One  of  the  historical  missions  of 
USDA  has  been  the  dissemination  of  information.    USDA  was  created  by  an 

Act  of  Congress  in  1X62 "to  acquire  and  diffuse  among  the  people  of  the 

United  States  useful  information  on  subjects  connected  with  agriculture  in  the 
most  general  and  comprehensive  sense  on  the  word."   Today  USDA  creates 
information  of  use  to  all  americans  including  farmers,  and  communication  of 
information  is  still  central  to  the  performance  of  our  mission.   Elevating  the 
position  responsible  for  this  function  clearly  sends  the  message  that  we  are 
concerned  with  communicating  information  to  people  who  need  it  in  the 
modern  technological  age.    I  believe  we  will  be  increasingly  challenged  in  the 
communications  area  as  we  enter  the  21st  century  and  I  would  like  USDA  to 
be  prepared  to  meet  those  challenges. 

How  many  politically-appointed  positions  will  there  be  in  the  reorganized 
Department  compared  with  the  current  number? 


Answer:  The  Department's  reorganization  proposal  includes  approximately  the  same 

number  of  Federal  employees  that  will  be  political  appointees  as  in  the  current 
structure. 


733 


Ql  KSTIONS  SIHMH  TKI)  BY  ( OMJRKSSMAN  STKNUOLM  (11/9/93) 
NATIONAL  APPKALS  DIV  ISION 


(Juestiun  I:       LiM  each  of  ihe  L'SDA  programs  and  activities  that  will  be  appealable  under 
the  nc\v  \.nional  AppeaK  Division  (NAD),  which  agency  these  programs  and 
activities  are  currently  under,  and  how  appeals  are  now  handled  for  them, 
includmj;  discrimination  complaints  by  producers  or  borrower.s'.' 

Answer:  The  tolloumi;  constitutes  the  programs  and  activities  that  will  fall  within  the 

new  NAD.  the  agency  such  programs  or  activities  currently  are  under,  and 
how  appeals  currently  are  handled  for  these  activities  and  programs: 

a)  The  loan,  loan  guarantee,  and  grant  programs  currently  contained  within 
the  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  and  the  Rural  Development 
Administration  and  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  Farm  Service  Agency; 
the  Rural  Community  Development  Service;  and  the  Rural  Business  and 
Cooperative  Development  Service,  including  farmer  program  loans, 
housing  program  loans,  community  and  business  program  loans;  and  all 
grants  administered  by  the  above  agencies.    Appeals  from  these  programs 
currently  are  handled  by  the  National  Appeals  Staff  of  FmHA  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  subpart  B  of  7  CFR  Part  1900. 

b)  Administrative  offsets  under  subpart  C  of  7  CFR  1951.    Matters  under 
this  activity  currently  are  within  FmHA  and  appeals  for  this  activity  are 
handled  by  the  National  Appeals  Staff  of  FmHA  in  accordance  with  the 
procedures  set  out  at  subpan  B  of  7  CFR  Part  1900. 

c)  Appeals  from  adverse  determinations  under  the  programs  set  forth  in  7 
CFR  Chapters  VII  and  XIV.   Currently,  these  programs  are  administered 
by  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS)  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  and  appeals  thereunder  are 
handled  by  the  National  Appeals  Division. 

d)  Proceedings  conducted  under  sections  12  and  25  of  the  United  States 
Warehouse  Act.    Currently,  proceedings  under  this  activity  are  handled  by 
ASCS  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  subpart  H  of  7  CFR 
Part  1. 

e)  Penalty  reviews  under  the  Agricultural  Foreign  Investment  Disclosure  Act 
of  1978.   Presently,  this  activity  falls  under  ASCS  and  reviews  are 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  7  CFR  Part  781. 

0     Eligibility  determinations  for  participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve 
Program  as  authorized  by  Subtitle  D  of  Title  XII  of  the  Food  Security 
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Act  ot  IW5.   This  activity  currently  resLs  under  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  (SCS).  which  conducts  appeals  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
set  out  at  7  CFR  Part  614. 

ii)     Coinpiiance  requirements  of  the  highly  erodiblc  land  and  the  wetland 
conservation  provisions  of  Subtitles  B  and  C.  respectively,  of  Title  XII  of 
the  Food  Security  Act  of  19X5.    Currently,  these  programs  fall  under 
SCS.  and  appeals  from  compliance  determinations  are  made  by  SCS  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  7  CfT?  Part  614. 

h)    Appeals  from  the  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program.   Presently,  this 
program  is  within  SCS.   Appeals  thereunder  are  determined  by  SCS  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  7  CFR  Part  631. 

i)     Appeals  from  the  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  Program.   This  program 
currently  is  within  SCS.  and  appeals  thereunder  are  heard  by  SCS  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  subpart  E  of  7  CFR  Part  632. 

j)     Direct  business  appeals  under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Program.   This 
currently  falls  under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC). 
Appeals  are  determined  by  FCIC  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set 
out  at  subpart  J  of  7  CFR  Part  400. 

k)    Reinsured  company  appeals  under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Program. 
Currently,  FCIC  administers  this  program,  and  these  appeals  arc  heard  by 
FCIC  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  at  7  CFR  400.169. 

Discrimination  complaints  by  producers  or  borrowers  are  handled  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable  departmental  procedures  set  out  at  7  CFR 
Parts  15.  15a.  and  1 5b. 

Question  2:       List  each  of  the  programs  and  activities  that  will  not  be  appealable  under  the 
new  Division,  with  an  explanation  as  to  why  they  were  not  included. 
Similarly,  do  you  anticipate  retaining  any  existing  USDA  appeals  procedures? 
If  so,  which  ones,  and  why? 

Answer:  The  following  is  a  list  of  the  principal  categories  of  programs  and  activities 

that  will  not  be  appealable  under  the  new  NAD  and  the  reasons  for  their 
exclusion: 


a)    Discrimination  compIaints~a  well-established  and  sufficient 

depaitmentwide  appeal  mechanism,  under  7  CFR  Parts  IS,  ISa,  and  ISb. 
already  exists  for  these  matters. 
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b)  Freedom  ot  liil'orination  Act  appeals--a  well-established  and  suttlcient 
depanmentwide  appeal  mechanism,  under  subpart  A  of  7  CFR  Part  I. 
already  exists  tor  these  matters. 

c)  Privacy  Act  appeals    -  a  well-established  and  sufficient  depanmentwide 
mechanism,  under  subpart  G  of  7  CFR  Part  1.  already  exists  for  these 
matters. 

d)  Appeals  under  the  programs  listed  in  subpart  H  of  7  CFR  Part  1  --  except 
for  appeals  under  the  United  States  Warehouse  Act,  these  programs  fall 
under  the  purview  of  agencies  not  covered  by  any  of  the  proposed 
legislation  on  the  establishment  of  the  new  NAD  and,  indeed,  are 
programmatically  distinguishable  from  those  programs  that  will  be 
covered  by  the  new  NAD. 

e)  Appeals  from  cease  and  desist  proceedings  under  section  2  of  the  Capper- 
Volstead  Act  --  as  a  law  enforcement  activity,  this  activity  is 
substantively  different  from  those  programs  that  will  be  covered  by  the 
new  NAD.    Moreover,  a  sufficient  and  well-established  appeal  mechanism 
currently  exists  within  the  broader  context  of  regulations  governing 
proceedings  under  the  Capper- Volstead  Act  in  subpart  I  of  7  CETi  Pan  1. 

0     Appeals  from  determinations  made  under  the  Program  Fraud  Civil 
Remedies  Act  of  1986  -  as  a  law  enforcement  activity,  determinations 
under  this  activity  are  substantively  different  from  the  appeals  that  will 
fall  under  the  new  NAD.    Further,  a  sufficient  and  well-established  appeal 
mechanism  currently  exists  for  these  appeals  within  the  broader  context  of 
regulations  generally  governing  Program  Fraud  Civil  Remedies  Act 
penalty  assessments  in  subpart  L  of  7  CFR  Part  1 . 

g)    Agency  actions  presently  appealable  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
Board  of  Contract  Apj>eals  -  such  actions  directly  relate  to  government 
procurement  and  are  distinctly  different  from  the  program-based  appeals 
that  the  new  NAD  is  designed  to  handle  a  specific  app)eals  process  has 
been  established  by  statute  for  such  actions. 

h)    Programmatic  appeals  arising  under  the  current  programs  of  the  Forest 
Service  -  the  volume  of  Forest  Service  appeals  and  their  distinct 
programmatic  nature  dictate  a  separate  mechanism  for  these  programs. 

i)     Appeals  arising  under  the  current  programs  of  the  Rural  Electrification 
Administration  (REA)  -  the  REA  programs,  especially  with  respect  to 
the  program  participants,  are  programmatically  distinct  from  those 
programs  that  would  fall  under  the  new  NAD. 
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With  rcyard  to  the  proiirams  and  activities  tailing  within  the  purview  of  the 
new  NAD.  the  existing  LSDA  appeal  structures  that  apply  to  appeals  at  the 
State,  county,  and  local  levels,  in  large  part,  will  be  retained  to  ensure 
continued  accessibility,  convenience,  informality,  and  expeditious  response  for 
program  participants.    In  addition,  those  existing  procedures  applicable  to 
programs  and  activities  not  covered  by  the  new  NAD  also  will  be  retained. 
In  short,  the  scope  of  the  appeals  system  we  have  proposed  for  the  new  NAD 
would  include  all  appeals  from  decisions  made  under  fann  programs,  farmer 
loan  programs,  and  other  producer-related  programs  carried  out  by  the  county- 
based  USDA  agencies,  but  would  not  include  appeals  made  under  other, 
unrelated  USDA  programs.    We  believe  that  expansion  of  the  NAD's  role 
beyond  these  parameters  would  create  an  extremely  unwieldy  mechanism  for 
administrative  appeals,  and  would  substantially  distort  the  purpose  to  be 
served  by  consolidating  these  producer-related  and  other  similar  appeals 
authorities  into  a  single  entity  within  the  Department. 

Questiun  3:       Section  4  permits  the  Secretary  to  establish  by  regulation  a  single  set  of 
procedures  which  apply  to  all  appeals  included  under  the  new  Division. 
Would  this  single  set  of  procedures  apply  only  to  farmer  appeals,  or  do  you 
anticipate  their  use  for  appeals  filed  by  nonfarmer  USDA  clients?    If  not,  do 
you  anticipate  establishing  other  sets  of  procedures  under  the  NAD  for  the 
latter  types  of  clients? 

Answer:  We  anticipate  that  the  single  set  of  procedures  for  the  new  NAD  will  apply  to 

all  appeals  falling  under  the  NAD  made  by  farmers  as  well  as  nonfarmer 
USDA  clients. 

Question  4:       How  will  the  new  appeals  process  work?   More  specifically,  at  what  point 
would  a  client  enter  the  process,  and  how  will  the  appeal  move  through  this 
process?   What  types  of  officials  will  hear  appeals,  what  qualifications  will 
you  require  them  to  have,  and  who  will  supervise  them?   How  will  you 
ensure  their  objectivity  and  independence? 


Answer:  With  regard  to  matters  that  initially  may  be  appealed  to  State  or  local  entities, 

the  client  will  have  the  option  to  enter  the  NAD  appeal  process  upon 
receiving  an  adverse  decision  from  the  State  or  local  entity.   With  regard  to 
matters  the  initial  appeal  of  which  is  directly  from  the  decision  maker  to  the 
NAD,  the  client  will  enter  the  NAD  appeal  process  upon  receiving  notice  of 
the  initial  adverse  decision  from  the  decision  maker.   In  both  cases,  it  is 
contemplated  that  the  appeal  generally  would  proceed  as  follows: 
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J I     To  iiiiiiaie  the  appeal  process,  uithin  a  stated  penod  from  the  date  of 
receipt  ol  the  notice  ot  adverse  decision,  the  participant  or  a 
representative  will  be  required  to  file  a  written  notice  of  appeal  statinj; 
whether  or  not  a  hearing  is  requested. 

b)  Lpon  filine  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  appellant  will  be  entitled  to  inspect 
the  case  file  or  to  receive  copies  of  documentation  contained  in  the  case 
file. 

c)  if  a  hearing  is  requested,  it  is  expected  that  such  hearing  will  be 
conducted  as  soon  as  possible,  but  normally  within  45  days  of  the  hearing 
request.    If  a  hearing  is  not  requested,  the  hearing  officer  will  allow  both 
parties  to  present  additional  information  and  then  make  a  decision  based 
upon  all  of  the  documentation  submitted  to  the  hearing  officer. 

d)  The  hearing  will  be  conducted  by  a  hearing  officer  of  NAD  and  will  be 
based  upon  the  material  that  was  available  to  the  initial  decision  maker, 
including  the  decision  letter. 

e)  The  hearing  will  be  conducted  informally  with  the  appellant  responsible 
to  show  why  the  initial  decision  should  be  modified  or  reversed. 

f)  Both  parties  may  present  evidence,  witnesses,  and  arguments  in  support 
of  their  respective  position  and  may  question  all  witnesses. 

g)  The  hearing  will  be  recorded,  and  a  transcript  of  the  recording  may  be 
inade  available  to  the  appellant  upon  request  and  at  appellant's  expense. 

h)    The  hearing  officer  will  render  a  decision  that  will  be  based  upon  facts 
presented  at  the  hearing,  rebuttal  evidence,  additional  information 
requested  from  either  party  by  the  hearing  officer,  appropriate  USDA 
files,  applicable  statutes  and  regulations,  and  the  hearing  officer's  general 
knowledge  of  the  particular  program  functions. 

i)     Unless  additional  time  is  needed  by  the  appellant  to  respond  to  additional 
information,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  hearing  officer  normally  will  render 
a  decision  within  30  calendar  days  of  the  date  on  which  the  hearing  is 
held  and  will  promptly  inform  the  parties  of  the  decision. 

j)     Once  the  hearing  officer's  decision  is  received,  it  is  contemplated  that  the 
appellant  will  be  allowed  30  calendar  days  to  appeal  for  review  or 
reconsideration  of  the  hearing  officer's  decision. 
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k)    The  rc\icw  otticer  will  Uien  review  the  certified  record,  applicable  laws 
and  rcyulations.  any  additional  written  information  furnished  by  the 

'        appellant,  and  any  additional  information  as  the  review  officer  deems 
necessary. 

I)      It  is  expected  that  the  review  officer  normally  will  render  a  decision 
w  ithin  4.'>  calendar  days  of  receipt  of  the  appellant's  request  for  review. 
The  parties  will  be  promptly  notified  of  the  review  officer's  decision. 

Hearini:  otficers.  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  NAD.  will  hear  initial  appeals 
to  the  NAD:  review  officers,  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  NAD.  will  hear 
appeals  from  hearing  officers"  decisions.   The  hearing  officers  generally  will 
be  required  to  have  some  prior  experience  in  the  adjudicatory  process  and 
administrative  law.   The  review  officers  generally  will  be  required  to  have 
prior  experience  as  a  hearing  officer  and  extensive  training  in  the  adjudicatory 
process,  administrative  law,  and  relevant  program  areas.   The  hearing  officers 
and  review  officers  will  be  supervised  by  officials  generally  possessing 
significant  adininistrative  and  supervisory  experience,  as  well  as  experience  in 
both  the  adjudicatory  process  and  the  relevant  program  area.    Such 
supervisory  officials  will  be  appointed  by  the  head  of  the  NAD.   Of  course, 
ultimate  supervisory  authority  within  the  NAD  rests  with  the  head  of  the 
NAD.  who  will  be  appointed  by  the  Secretary  and  generally  will  possess 
extensive  experience  in  administrative  law,  the  relevant  program  areas,  the 
adjudicatory  process,  and  supervisory  activities. 

The  objectivity  and  independence  of  NAD  personnel  will  be  ensured  by  the 
following: 

a)  Physical  separation  of  NAD  offices  from  relevant  program  ofTices; 

b)  Restrictions  on  fraternization  between  NAD  officials  and  relevant 
program  officials  or  parties  then  appearing  before  such  official; 

c)  Prohibiting  NAD  officials  from  exercising  any  other  duties  except  hearing 
and  determining  appeals  that  are  presented  to  NAD; 

d)  Mandating  hearing  officers  and  review  officers  to  report  only  to  the 
principal  officers  of  the  NAD; 

e)  Prohibiting  the  provision  of  administrative  support  for  NAD  by  any  other 
agencies,  except  on  a  reimbursable  basis;  and 
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Question  5: 


t)      \laiirlatinj:  ihe  provision  of  assistance,  includinj;  the  provision  of" 

ailniniisirative  support  and  training,  through  the  Office  of  the  Secretar>'. 
rather  than  through  a  particular  interested  agency. 

Will  the  new  process  build  in  deadlines  for  USDA  customers  to  receive 
decisions  on  their  appeals,  and  deadlines  for  USDA  to  implement  corrective 
actions  where  decisions  are  overturned? 


.Answer:  It  is  anticipated  that  the  new  process  will  set  deadlines  for  rendering  decisions 

and  notifying  appellants  of  appeal  decisions.  It  is  also  expected  that  the  new 
process  will  set  deadlines  for  USDA  to  implement  corrective  actions  where  a 
final  decision  is  rendered  in  favor  of  the  appellant. 

Questiun  6:       Who  will  have  final  authority  to  reverse  or  sustain  an  appeal  under  the  new 
system.'   The  head  of  the  NAD  or  the  Secretary? 

Answer:  It  is  contemplated  that  the  head  of  the  NAD  will  be  delegated  the  authority  by 

the  Secretary  to  review  hearing  officer  and  review  officer  decisions  and  to 
make  a  determination  thereon,  and  that  decisions  of  review  officers  and  of  the 
head  of  the  NAD  will  constitute  final  Depanment  action. 

Question  7:     What  types  of  special  training  will  be  needed  for  appeals  officials?   How  will 
you  ensure  that  they  have  the  technical  knowledge  needed  to  make  informed 
decisions? 

Answer:  Appeals  officials  will  need  extensive  training  in  the  adjudicatory  process  and 

administrative  law  along  with  an  intimate  familiarity  with  the  NAD  appeals 
procedures.   A  new  hire  will  be  subject  to  an  apprentice  period  as  well. 
Appeals  officials  also  will  need  to  gain  proficiency  in  the  substantive 
programmatic  regulatory  and  statutory  requirements.   With  regard  to  the 
adjudicatory  and  administrative  training,  a  new  hire  will  be  required  to  attend 
courses  on  the  adjudicatory  process  and  administrative  law,  in  addition  to 
participating  in  the  apprentice  program.   With  regard  to  the  programmatic 
training,  it  is  contemplated  that  each  relevant  programmatic  agency  will 
conduct  a  brief  seminar  concerning  substantive  programmatic  requircnKnts  of 
the  relevant  programs.   In  order  to  remain  cunent,  intermittent  training  in 
each  of  these  areas  will  be  required. 
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Quc'slion  8:       Which  provisions  of  the  appeals  legislation  (H.  R.  2^5(1)  introduced  by  Rep. 
Johnson  do  you  suppon.  and  how  would  you  incorporate  them  into  your 
iiuplemeniation  ot  the  NAD.'    Which  features  of  this  bill  do  you  oppose,  and 
why.' 

Answer:  While  we  appreciate  the  thoughtful  consideration  which  has  gone  into  the 

quite  detailed  alternative  proposals  of  Congressman  Johnson  and  others,  the 
Administration  proposes  to  build  upon  the  existing  statutory  provisions  which 
Congress  has  only  recently  put  in  place.    We  believe  that  these  provisions 
have  worked  well  thus  far:  and  we  seek  authority  only  to  extend  them  to 
additional  Department  programs  and  to  establish  uniform  procedures. 
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yrKSTIONS  SrHMITTKI)  BY  C()N(;RKSSMAN  STKNHOLM  (11/9/93) 
FARM  SKKVICK  A(;KN(  Y  (SKC.  I02» 


Questiun  I:     How  will  ihc  roles  and  responsibilities  of  staff  of  the  FmHA.  ASCS.  and  FCIC 
at  the  Federal.  Slate  and  local  levels  change  under  the  new  Farm  Service 
Agency.'    For  example,  will  FmHA.  ASCS.  and  FCIC  simply  be  converted  into 
separate  divisions  and  continue  to  operate  independently  of  one  another  under 
the  Farm  Service  Agency  banner.' 

.\nswer:  In  creating  the  Farm  Service  Agency  we  are  merging  the  fanti  lending 

programs  of  the  FmHA.  farm  income  and  price  support  programs  of  the  ASCS, 
and  the  risk  protection  services  of  the  FCIC.    At  the  present  time  farm 
programs  of  the  FmHA  and  ASCS  are  supported  by  separate  committee 
structures  at  the  county  levels  and  separate  staff  offices  at  the  county  and  state 
levels.    Our  reorganization  proposal  would  merge  the  FmHA  and  ASCS 
committee  structures  and  staff  offices  at  the  local  and  state  levels.   Thus  while 
there  will  be  separate  program  divisions  in  the  national  office  for  program  and 
policy  development,  there  will  be  a  single  consolidated  delivery  system  in  the 
field. 

FCIC  services  are  supported  currently  by  regional  service  and  compliance 
offices.    Most  sales  and  service  functions  at  the  local  level  are  provided  by 
private  insurance  agents  and  companies  reinsured  by  FCIC.    Our  reorganization 
proposal  would  combine  disaster  assistance  functions  of  FmHA.  ASCS  and 
FCIC  at  the  headquarters  level  but  would  maintain  the  existing  regional  office 
structure  for  insurance  services. 

Farm  Service  Agency  field  service  center  staff  will  also  provide  administrative 
support  for  delivery  of  conservation  cost-share  programs  under  a  reimbursable 
agreement  with  NRCS.   ASCS  county  level  (non-Federal)  staff  with 
conservation  program  responsibilities  will  be  retained  in  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  rather  than  transferred  to  NRCS.   Producers  will,  thus,  be  able  to 
continue  to  apply  for  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  and  for  related 
NRCS  assistance  through  Farm  Service  Agency  offices.   Agricultural 
Conservation  Committees  will  be  established  with  representation  from  Farm 
Service  Agency  county/area  committees  and  soil  and  water  conservation 
districts  to  provide  advice  on  implementation  of  the  conservation  cost-share 
programs  and  to  approve  applications  for  assistance. 
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Question  2:     Since  employees  who  now  work  for  FmHA.  FCIC.  and  ASCS  will  become 
employee\  ol  j  single  Farm  Service  Agency,  which  will  be  charged  with 
delivering  a  much  wider  range  of  farmer  services,  what  types  of  cross-training 
will  be  required  of  them  (both  at  the  Federal  and  local  levels).'    What  plans  are 
you  making  to  do  so.' 

Answer:  In  ^erms  of  our  overall  reorganization,  we  want  to  use  cross-training  wherever 

possible  as  well  as  improved  technology  so  that  our  employees  will  have  more 
challenging  jobs  and  our  customers  will  receive  better  services.    Our  intent  is 
to  cross-train  local  staff  in  the  general  administrative  procedures  necessary  to 
serve  as  a  first  point  of  contact  with  the  clientele  for  any  of  the  FSA  programs. 
However,  we  do  not  expect  to  convert  commodity  program  specialists  to  credit 
program  specialists,  or  vice  versa.   The  cross  training  being  planned  will  only 
deal  with  basic  procedures  needed  to  provide  basic  administrative  services  in 
the  "one-stop-shopping  '  mode.    Training  programs  being  developed  will  cover 
such  basics  as  general  administrative  procedures,  use  of  office  technology  for 
information  sharing,  etc. 

Question  3:  How  will  the  field  structure  of  Farm  Service  Agency  be  configured?  For 
example,  will  State  and  district/area  offices  continue  to  exist  between  the 
National  and  local  levels? 


Answer:  The  Farm  Service  Agency  will  consolidate  the  State,  area,  and  county  field 

structure  of  ASCS.  FCIC  and  the  farm  lending  programs  of  FmHA  into  a 
single  agency  for  delivery  of  farm  services.   FmHA  and  ASCS  farm  programs 
currently  administered  at  the  local  level  by  separate  county  offices  will  be 
delivered  through  a  consolidated  county  or  area  office.   These  offices  will  to 
the  extent  possible  be  collocated  with  NRCS  and  other  USDA  offices  to 
provide  "USDA  Service  Centers"  at  the  local  level.   Separate  ASCS  and 
FniHA  county  committee  structures  would  also  be  merged. 

Managers  in  national  headquarters  area  offices  and  in  state  offices  will  provide 
coordination  between  program  delivery  and  headquarters  program  and 
administrative  operations.   Regional  offices  of  the  FCIC  will  be  linked  to 
county  offices  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  but  will  maintain  the  primary  focus 
of  working  with  private  crop  insurance  companies.   The  Farm  Service  Agency 
field  structure  will  include  51  Sutc  offices,  about  2,500  county  offices 
involved  with  commodity  and  credit  programs,  plus  regional  service  and 
compliance  offices  associated  with  crop  insurance  programs. 
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Uucslitm  4:     Mow  \Aill  State  Farm  Service  Agency  directors  be  selected.'    Will  the  Secretary 
choose  between  the  current  FmHA  and  ASCS  State  directors? 

Answer:  As  under  current  procedures,  we  anticipate  state  directors  for  both  the  Farm 

Service  Aiiency  and  the  Rural  Community  and  Economic  Development 
agencies  would  be  appointed  by  the  Administration  on  the  basis  of  nominations 
from  the  senior  member  of  the  state  Congressional  delegation. 

Question  5:     Will  local  (county/area)  Farm  Service  Agency  directors  be  converted  to  Federal 
civil  service  status.'    How  will  they  be  selected? 

Answer:  We  do  not  propose  to  change  the  status  of  ASCS  county  office  employees  in 

our  reorganization.    However,  our  proposed  legislation  would  provide  authority 
to  use  ASCS  county  employees  and  other  Federal  county-level  employees 
interchangeably.   One  intent  of  this  legislation  is  to  permit  us  to  organize  a 
single  workforce  under  a  supervisor  within  each  office.   The  supervisor  would 
be  appointed  on  the  basis  of  merit  irrespective  of  whether  he  or  she  is  a 
Federal  employee  or  an  ASCS  county-office  employee. 

Question  6:     In  field  offices,  what  will  be  the  relationship  between  Federal  civil  servants 
and  non- Federal  personnel?   Who  will  supervise  them,  and  will  they  be 
supeiA'ised  under  the  same  personnel  rules  and  regulations?   How  will  the 
seniority  system  work?   What  potential  conflicts  do  you  foresee  as  a  result  of 
their  different  employment  and  pay  status,  and  how  do  you  intend  to  resolve 
them?   Do  you  anticipate  converting  county  ASC  employees  to  Federal  status, 
and  why  or  why  not? 

Answer:  As  indicated  earlier,  non-Federal  employees  will  not  be  converted  to  Federal 

employees.   However,  our  legislation  contains  provisions  which  would  make 
the  management  of  county  offices  more  effective  by  providing  for  the 
interchangeability  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  employees  within  those  offices. 
The  intent  of  the  provisions  is  to  jjermit  us  to  establish  an  integrated  workforce 
under  a  single  supervisor  within  each  office.     The  office  supervisor  will  have 
overall  responsibility  within  guidelines  provided  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Farm  Service  Agency  for  staffing,  equal  employment  opportunity,  and  for  all 
of  the  aspects  of  office  supervision  consistent  with  that  position.   As  suggested, 
we  will  need  to  take  a  close  look  in  this  process  at  pay  scales,  seniority  status 
and  other  rules  and  procedures  to  ensure  consistent  standards  throughout  the 
system. 
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Question  7:    Will  FSA  empioyecN  be  responsible  tor  sellinu  crop  insurance  policies  at  farm 
service  centers'    How  will  the  current  reliance  on  the  private  insurance  sector 
be  altered  under  the  new  structure.'    Will  farmers  be  visited  at  their  homes,  or 
will  insurance  become  available  only  through  FSA  offices.'     How  will  the  roles 
of  area  claims  offices,  and  the  processing  of  claims,  change.' 

Answer:         The  reorganization  proposal,  which  merges  FCiC  within  FSA,  will  not  affect  the 
basic  delivery  features  of  the  crop  insurance  program.    However,  the 
Department  is  also  developing  legislation  for  a  major  reform  of  this  program. 
While  the  Department  has  not  yet  made  a  final  decision  we  can  assure  you  that 
our  reform  proposal  will  provide  for  the  continuation  of  private  insurance  sector 
delivery  of  the  bulk  of  the  program.    We  would  anticipate  that  private  sector 
insurance  companies  would  maintain  their  practices  used  in  selling  the 
insurance,  including  visits  to  farmers'  homes  to  explain  the  program  and 
complete  sales  contracts. 

As  for  sales  through  FSA  offices,  crop  insurance  is  already  being  sold  on  a 
limited  basis  through  some  ASCS  offices,    in  order  to  achieve  the  level  of 
participation  we  would  like  to  see  in  the  program,  and  to  give  farmers  as  much 
flexibility  as  possible  in  signing  up  for  the  program,  we  are  considering  options 
for  delivering  a  portion  of  the  reformed  program  through  FSA  offices. 
However,  farmers  would  have  the  choice  of  doing  business  with  private 
insurance  companies,  as  long  as  such  companies  were  available  to  provide 
service  in  their  area. 


FCIC's  existing  service  and  compliance  offices  have  already  been  reorganized 
to  reflect  the  long  term  trend  from  direct  sales  to  reinsurance  of  private  sector 
business.  These  offices  would  become  part  of  FSA  and  be  linked  to  the  farm 
service  centers,  while  maintaining  their  primary  focus  on  working  with  private 
sector  companies.  We  anticipate  that  claims  would  be  handled  in  much  the 
same  manner  as  they  are  now. 
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giiKSTIONS  SI  HMITTKI)  BY  C()N(;RKSSMAN  STKNHOIAI  (11-09-93) 
STMK.  ( OlM  V.  AND  ARKA  COMMIITEKS 


Question  I:  Currently.  Icijisbtion  requires  ASCS  and  FmHA  county  committees.  Does  Sec. 
103.  which  wnuld  merely  permit  State,  county,  or  area  committees,  signify  that 
the  Secretary  might  choose  not  to  utilize  such  committees  in  some  area? 

.Answer:  The  Secretary  intends  to  utilize  State  and  local  area  or  county  committees  in  all 

areas  served  by  the  FSA.    Multi-county  area  committees  would  be  utilized  in 
areas  where  the  FSA  field  service  center  serves  more  than  one  county.    Area 
committee  members  \sould  be  selected  from  the  entire  area  served  by  the  local 
FSA  office. 

Question   2:   What  specific  powers  and  responsibilities  will  local  comminees  be  given  if  this 
legislation  is  approved.'   What  procedures  will  be  used  to  select  committee 
members   -  both  for  those  to  be  elected  and  those  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Secretary.'   Will  the  appointed  members  have  expertise,  duties  and  authorities 
which  differ  from  the  elected  members? 

Answer:  The  local  area  or  county  committees  will  retain  essentially  the  same 

responsibilities  as  the  current  ASC  and  FmHA  county  committees  for  those 
programs  which  are  the  responsibility  of  FSA.   The  major  change  will  be  the 
transfer  of  responsibilities  connected  with  the  conservation  cost-share  programs 
transferred  to  NRCS.    A  new  agricultural  conservation  committee  comprised  of 
representatives  of  the  local  FSA  committee  and  the  local  Soil  and  Water 
Conservation  Districts  will  be  formed  to  provide  advice  on  the  implementation 
of  the  conservation  cost-share  programs  and  to  approve  individual  applications 
for  assistance. 

Committee  members  will  be  elected  or  selected  from  the  entire  area  served  by 
the  local  FSA  service  center. 

Appointed  members  will  have  the  same  responsibilities  as  elected  members. 
However,  there  is  no  requirement  that  the  appointees  be  farmers.  The  plan 
would  allow  nonfarmers  with  expertise  in  agricultural  finance,  management  or 
law  to  be  selected  when  that  would  be  useful. 
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(^iii'slion    3:    Because  Ideal  committees  will  have  responsibility  for  overseeing  a  broader 

raniie  ot  programs,  should  membership  be  expanded  to  more  than  five.'   Could 
ihe  appropriate  number  be  determined  locally,  perhaps  within  a  fixed  range.' 

Answer:  Currently  local  ASC  committees  and  FmHA  committees  have  three  members 

each.   Thus,  a  five-member  committee  would  have  nearly  as  many  members  as 
the  existing  committees  it  will  replace.   The  combined  committee's  workload 
may  benefit,  at  least  indirectly,  from  the  efficiencies  achieved  by  the  merger  of 
the  agencies.    No  significant  change  in  local  committee  members'  workload 
would  be  expected  particularly  if  committees  adopt  appropriate  procedures  for 
conduct  of  committee  responsibilities.    A  fixed  number  of  five  members  for 
each  committee  will  minimize  the  chance  for  committees  to  become 
deadlocked  on  matters  for  which  a  vote  is  needed.    A  six-member  committee 
such  as  would  occur  with  the  merger  of  the  two  existing  committees  could  be 
much  more  prone  to  tie  votes. 

Questiun   4:    What  plans  does  USDA  intend  to  make  to  train  committee  members  and/or 
provide  them  with  additional  technical  assistance? 

Answer:  The  Department  will  lake  all  steps  necessary  to  ensure  that  FSA  committee 

members  receive  the  training  and  technical  assisunce  necessary  to  carryout 
their  responsibilities.   Existing  procedures  would  be  evaluated  and  modified  as 
needed  to  provide  the  appropriate  training  and  assistance. 

Question   5:    What  is  the  rationale  for  appointing  two  county  committee  members'? 

Answer:  While  current  ASC  committee  members  and  two  of  the  three  FmHA  committee 

members  are  elected  by  farmers  in  the  area,  the  current  FmHA  comnruttees  also 
include  an  appointed  member  so  the  FSA  committee  will  continue  that 
procedure.  The  appointment  of  two  of  the  five  members  will  ensure  that  the 
local  committee  will  be  representative  of  the  entire  area  served  and  of  the 
range  of  interests  affected  by  the  FSA.   For  example,  an  area-wide  election  in 
an  area  where  one  county  has  a  majority  of  the  area's  producers  could  produce 
a  result  where  no  member  would  be  selected  from  the  remaining  portions  of 
the  service  area.   The  appointment  process  could  permit  the  selection  of 
members  representative  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  area,  for  example.  The 
appointments  would  permit  the  committees  to  be  more  broadly  representative  in 
cases  where  the  election  fails  to  do  so.   The  appointment  process  also  would 
permit  the  addition  of  nonfarmers  with  expertise  in  agricultural  finance,  law  or 
management  where  that  would  be  useful. 
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(Jueslion    6:    What  \ull  he  the  relationship  of  local  FSA  committees  to  local  FSA  personnel ' 
What  \ull  be  their  role  in  the  supervision  (hiring  and/or  firing,  job  evaluation, 
etc.)  o\  these  personnel,  including  the  local  FSA  director.' 

Answer:  The  local  FS.A  committee  will  have  essentially  the  same  relationship  to  local 

FSA  personnel  as  do  current  county  committees.    Except  that  the  committee 
will  not  have  authority  to  remove  Federal  employees  from  Federal  service. 
They  may.  however,  appoint  and  remove  FSA  Federal  employees  from  a 
specific  position  such  as  local  FSA  director. 

Question    7:    Will  the  local  committees  be  involved  in  the  appeals  process,  and,  if  so,  how.' 

Answer:  The  local  committees  will  continue  to  be  the  first  level  of  appeal  in  the  same 

way  as  they  currently  are. 
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QUKSTIONS  SUBMITTKl)  BY  C()N(;RKSSMAN  STKNHOLM  (11/9/93) 
RURAL  KCONOMIC  AND  COMMUNITY  DKVELOPMENT 


Question  I:       It"  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA)  farm  programs  will  be  moved  to 
the  new  FSA.  how  will  rural  housing  loans  be  made  and  serviced  under  your 
reorganization.' 

Answer:  Rural  housing  loans  will  be  made  and  serviced  by  the  new  Rural  Housing  and 

Community  Development  Service.    Primary  contact  with  borrowers  for  both 
loan  making  and  loan  servicing  will  take  place  in  roughly  1,200  county  and 
multi-county  offices,  many  of  which  will  be  collocated  with  those  of  the  FSA. 
Separate  housing  offices  will  be  maintained  in  areas  of  heavy  demand  for  the 
housing  programs.    Both  loan  making  and  loan  servicing  will  be  performed 
more  efficiently  due  to  investments  in  new  automated  systems  which  will 
allow  for  better  tracking  of  loan  status  as  well  as  cscrowing  for  taxes  and 
insurance.    We  are  also  reviewing  options  for  centralized  servicing  of  housing 
loans  and  will  keep  you  informed  of  our  review.    Escrow  capability  will 
generate  significant  cost  savings  by  helping  borrowers  to  budget  for  their  tax 
and  insurance  payments,  which  will  save  the  agency  from  vouchering  millions 
of  dollars  each  year  for  unpaid  taxes. 
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Ql'KSTIONS  SI  BMITTKl)  HY  CONCJRKSSMAN  STENHOLM  (ll/9/93» 
NlTRmON  KKSKAKCH  ANI)  KDICATION  SKRVICE  (SEC.  303) 


Question  I:     Does  the  otfite  ot  the  current  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consuiner 

Services  have  the  technical  capacity  and  experience  to  oversee  and  contract  out 
basic  or  applied  scientific  research? 

Answer:  Contracts  tor  basic  and  applied  scientific  research  are  not  handled  by  the  Office 

of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  or  other  Under  or 
Assistant  Secretaries,  they  are  handled  by  highly  trained  technical  staff  in 
scientific  groups  workinj;  in  the  agencies  reporting  to  the  appropriate  Under  or 
Assistant  Secretaries. 

The  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Ser\ice  conducts  applied  research  on 
human  nutrition.   The  principal  product  of  the  agency  is  data  on  food  intakes 
of  Americans,  an  applied  research  activity  that  involves  in  home  interviews  of 
thousands  of  Americans  in  a  stratified  random  survey  model.   The  agency 
employs  much  of  the  technical  expertise  that  is  necessary  for  this  work.   Where 
it  is  impractical  to  maintain  the  expertise  full  time,  NRES  acquires  necessary 
expertise  through  cooperative  work  arrangements  with  organizations  like  the 
Census  Bureau  or  through  contracts.    A  similar  strategy  is  employed  by  most 
over  Government  agencies  including  those  that  do  nutrition  education  and 
research  and  report  to  USDA's  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Education. 


Question  2:     How  will  the  reorganized  Depanment  of  Agriculture  ensure  the  scientific 
integrity  of  nutrition  research  and  education  and  keep  it  free  of  political 
considerations? 

Answer:  USDA  has  been  criticized  in  the  past  regarding  the  appearance,  whether  real  or 

perceived,  of  a  conflict  of  interest  in  dealing  with  nutritional  issues.  The 
Department  must  balance  the  interests  of  the  production  and  distribution  chain 
with  that  of  consumers.   At  any  point  in  time,  there  will  probably  be  some 
people  who  will  perceive  that  the  balance  has  been  tilted  in  a  way  they  do  not 
like.   Nutrition  policy  based  on  high-quality  scientific  research  is  a  long-held 
principle  at  this  Department  and  the  reorganization,  with  its  new  emphasis  on 
nutrition,  will  advance  this.   More  attention  being  focused  on  nutrition  research 
and  education  issues  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer 
Services  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Education  will  cause  the 
issues  to  be  better  considered  than  ever  before. 
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Question  }:  How  do  you  intend,  under  a  reorganized  Department,  to  ensure  that  nutrition 
research  and  education  activities  are  appropriately  coordinated  between  all  of 
the  ajienciCN  with  responsibilities  in  these  areas.' 

Answer:  in  order  to  strengthen  our  policy  and  programmatic  coordination  in  the 

nutrition  education  and  research  areas,  we  directed  that  a  Nutrition  Education 
and  Research  Coordinating  Council  be  established.   The  Council  will  be  co- 
chaired  by  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and  Consumer  Services 
(currently  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services)  and  the 
Assistant  Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics  (currently  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Science  and  Education).    Council  membership  will  include 
appropriate  representation  from  all  USDA  agencies  with  significant  nutrition 
education  and  research  responsibilities.   We  are  currently  working  out  the 
details  of  the  role  and  operation  of  this  Council.    In  the  end,  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  the  elevated  importance  of  nutrition  results  in  making  nutrition 
education  a  significant,  integral  part  of  each  of  the  food  assistance  programs, 
and  that  the  basic  and  applied  scientific  efforts  focus  on  the  most  critical  issues 
that  need  to  be  addressed  both  for  the  food  programs  and  for  ail  Americans. 


Question  4:     Will  the  proposed  changes  under  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition  and 
Consumer  Services  result  in  any  changes  in  mission,  emphasis  or  direction  with 
regard  to  present  nutrition  research  and  education  activities  within  the 
Department.' 

Answer:  The  most  significant  change  will  be  the  increased  emphasis  on  nutrition  and 

emphasis  on  encouraging  food  program  participants  and  all  Americans  to 
follow  the  Dietary  Guidelines.   The  reorganization  involves  no  functional  shifts 
from  the  research  and  ccononucs  area  to  the  food,  nutrition  and  consumer 
services  area  or  vice  versa.    However,  with  the  greater  emphasis  on  nutrition  in 
the  food  assisunce  programs  and  the  increased  coordination,  positive 
results  should  be  achieved  both  in  the  nutrition  research  and  in  the  nutrition 
education  areas. 
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QUKSTIONS  SIJBMIITKD  BY  CONCJRKSSMAN  STKNHOLM  (11/9/93) 
NATIRAI,  RKSOLRCKS  CONSKRVATION  SKRVICE 


Questiun  I:     What  is  the  current  breakdown  of  agricultural  versus  nonagricultural  work 

(measured  by  customer,  funding,  and/or  program  activity),  and  how  will  that 
change  under  the  new  NRCS? 

Answer:  An  internal  analysis  of  SCS  customers  was  done  earlier  this  year  drawing  on 

data  from  the  agency's  financial  and  progress  reporting  systems.   The  analysis 
showed  approximately  40  percent  of  the  SCS  staff  years  and  technical 
assistance  funding  was  devoted  to  Food  Security  Act  workload  with  private 
landowners,  about  30  percent  was  with  other  agricultural  and  rionagriCultural 
private  landowners,  about  20  percent  went  to  working  with  state  andlocal 
government  agencies  and  other  Federal  agencies,  and  the  remainin^O  percent 
went  for  work  with  rural  communities.   We  would  not  expect  this  general 
distribution  of  SCS  clientele  to  change  as  a  result  of  the  reorganization^^ 
however  with  SCS  being  more  nd  more  recognized  for  its  technic^^mabilities 
on  natural  resource  management  issues  and  as  Department  priorities  ppange,  we 
expect  the  new  NfRCS  will  be  called  on  for  assistance  on  matters  Adt  have 
significant  nonagricultural  dimensions. 

Question  2:     If  cost-sharing  programs  currently  under  ASCS  (e.g.,  ACP,  CRP,  etc.)  arc 

transferred  to  the  new  NRCS.  who  will  determine  program  priorities  for  funds 
(particularly  with  regard  to  agricultural  landowners),  review  project  proposals, 
and  disburse  funds? 

Answer:  All  policy  development  and  implementation,  program  management  and 

oversight  for  transferred  programs  will  be  fJRCS  responsibility.    An 
Agricultural  Conservation  Committee  will  be  established  at  each  USDA  field 
service  center  to  work  directly  with  the  NRCS  to  approve  NRCS 
rcconunendations  on  individual  cost-share  payments  for  programs  transferred 
from  ASCS.   The  Committee  vnll  have  equal  representation  from  PSA 
county/area  committees  and  soil  and  water  conservation  districts  within  the 
field  service  center  area  and  will  provide  a  mechanism  for  local  input  into 
establishing  conservation  priorities,  developing  long-range  conservation  plans, 
and  providing  advice  and  counsel  on  conservation  and  agricultural  issues.   All 
technical  and  financial  assistance  for  conservation  programs  would  be  offered 
through  the  NRCS.   The  ASCS  payment  system  will  be  used  to  make  cost- 
share  payments  for  those  programs  transferred.   Funds  will  be  provided  through 
reimbursable  agreements  with  FSA  for  administrative  support,  cost-share 
payments,  and  software  development 
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Qucsli(»n  3:     Does  the  NRCS  currently  have  the  technical  and  management  capabilities  to 
etfectiveiy  carry  out  these  additional  responsibilities?   Please  provide  an 
accounting  of  the  nuinber  of  national.  State,  and  local-level  staff  now 
connected  to  ASCS  (including  local  non-Federal  employees)  that  will  need  to 
be  shifted  to  the  NRCS. 

Answer:  Yes.  NRCS  has  the  technical  and  management  capabilities  to  carryout  new 

responsibilities  related  to  the  conservation  cost  share  programs.    Discussions 
are  underway  n'ow  to  determine  the  exact  number  of  national  and  state  level 
staff  that  should  be  transferred  to  NRCS  and  the  appropriate  level  of 
reimbursable  support  NRCS  should  provide  to  FSA  for  work  that  will  continue 
to  be  handled  by  FSA.    At  this  time  we  would  estimate  the  national  and  state 
level  transfers  would  be  in  the  range  of  between  XO  and  140.    In  addition  to 
final  decisions  on  functional  assignments,   the  number  of  employees  ultimately 
transfered  will  also  reflect  the  ongoing  process  to  find  ways  to  do  more  with 
less,  and  meet  govemment-wide  personnel  reduction  goals  that  will  be  set  out 
in  the  Administrations  1995  budget. 

It  is  important  to  note,  however,  that  no  local-level  staff  (including  local 
nonFederal  employees)  will  be  shifted  to  NRCS.   These  employees  will  remain 
in  FSA  county  offices,  working  under  FSA  supervision,  with  financing  from 
NRCS  under  a  reimbursable  agreement. 


Question  4:     If  the  NRCS  employs  FSA  personnel  to  provide  administrative  assistance  to 

operate  certain  conservation  programs,  would  this  assistance  be  calculated  into 
FSA  employee's  workload  evaluation? 

Answer:  Yes.  this  will  be  stipulated  in  the  reimbursable  agreement  with  the  FSA. 

Question  5:     Please  also  provide  data  on  anticipated  reductions  in  paperwork  and  other 
administrative  requirements  anticipated  as  a  result  of  program  transfers. 

Answer:  Considerable  opportunity  exists  to  reduce  forms,  simplify  procedures, 

consolidate  field  manuals,  and  expedite  services  to  fanners.   In  addition, 
savings  fi^om  consolidating  USDA  conservation  programs  will  accrue  over  time. 
Although  savings  will  be  limited  in  FY  1994,  by  1998  we  anticipate  that  a  total 
cumulative  savings  of  250-300  staff  years  in  NRCS  employment  levels  can  be 
realized. 
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Quesliun  6:     What  will  he  the  relationship  at  the  local/field  office  level  of  NRCS  employees 
to  FSA  employees.'    Does  the  Secretary's  implementation  plan  anticipate  a 
single  field  office  supers  isor  overseeing  the  work  of  employees  of  both 
agencies,  or  will  there  be  two  separate  supervisory  structures  at  the  local  level? 

Answer:  NRCS  and  FSA  employees  will  be  collocated  in  the  USDA  field  service  center 

and  will  work  closely  in  administering  conservation  programs.   While  the  local 
NRCS  employee  will  have  the  line  authority  for  dealing  with  day-to-day 
decisions  on  conservation  programs,  we  will  continue  to  rely  on  FSA  county 
committee  non-Federal  employees  for  administrative  support  and  cost-share 
payments.    We  also  plan  to  maintain  two  separate  supervisory  structures  at  the 
local  level. 

Question  7:  Could  situations  occur  where  local  NRCS  employees  might  be  assigned  to 
work  under  local  FSA  supervisors-and,  conversely,  local  FSA  employees 
assigned  to  work  under  NRCS  supervisors? 

Answer:  While  we  don't  anticipate  these  types  of  situations,  there  may  be  instances 

where  a  local  field  service  center  is  staffed  only  by  an  NRCS  or  FSA 
employee. 

Question  8:     it  is  our  understanding  that  SCS  and  ASCS  currently  have  differing  regulatory 
definitions  for  many  terms  (e.g.,  cropland,  farm)  that  could  cause  policy 
conflicts  at  the  local  level,  and,  where  potential  conflicts  arise,  how  will  they 
be  resolved? 


Answer:  We  hope  to  avoid  these  types  of  conflicts  by  consolidating  policies  and 

procedures  for  all  conservation  programs  into  one  field  office  manual.  This 
will  lead  to  a  more  consistent  set  of  regulatory  definitions  as  well  as 
conservation  program  policies.  The  local  NRCS  employee  will  have 
responsibility  for  resolving  any  policy  conflicts  should  they  arise. 

Question  9:     How  will  FSA  farm  production  program  and  policy  work  be  coordinated  with 
NRCS  conservation  program  and  policy  work  at  the  local  level,  and,  where 
potential  conflicts  arise,  how  will  they  be  resolved? 

Answer:  Much  of  the  coordination  on  farm  production  and  policy  work  will  be  handled 

by  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Committee  which  will  be  equally  represented 
by  FSA  county  committees  and  soil  and  water  conservation  districts  within  the 
field  service  center  area.  The  committee  will  serve  as  the  interface  between 
commodity  and  conservation  activities  at  the  local  level  and  provide  counsel 
and  advice  to  the  NRCS  and  FSA  on  conservation  and  agricultural  matters  and 
could  also  serve  as  the  first  level  of  consideration  in  the  appeal  process.   In 
this  way,  we  hope  to  avoid  any  conflicts. 
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Qucstiun  10:    Will  the  roles  of  the  local  soil  and  water  conseiA'ation  districtsA)oards  need  to 
be  chaniied.  and  in  what  way.' 

Answer:  In  addition  to  serving  on  the  Aericultural  Conservation  Committee,  the  local 

soil  and  water  conservation  district  will  continue  to  have  the  following 
responsibilities: 

•  Develop  a  long-range  conservation  plan  and  an  annual  plan  of  work  for 
conservation  activities  within  the  district. 

•  Coordinate  all  conservation  activities  within  their  district. 

•  Establish  conservation  program  priorities 

•  Administer  State  and  local  conservation  cost-share  programs  as  appropriate. 

•  Assist  in  implementation  of  Federal  conservation  programs. 

Question  II:   Why  does  H.R.  3171  specifically  prohibit  (in  Sec.  102,  lines  21-23)  the 

Secretary  from  transferring  to  the  new  FSA  "conservation  programs  authorized 
to  be  assigned  to  the  (NRCS)  by  section  401  of  this  Act"? 

Answer:  This  language  is  not  meant  to  prohibit  the  transfer  of  these  conservation 

programs  to  the  FSA  by  the  Secretary.   Rather  the  language  was  intended  to 
highlight  the  proposal  to  retain  these  programs  in  the  Natural  Resources 
Conservation  Service. 

Question  12:   We  understand  that  USDA  intends  to  collocate  NRCS  in  the  same  offices 

where  FSA  is  located  in  the  field.   How  will  the  NRCS  programs  be  delivered 
~  both  to  agricultural  and  nonagricultural  customers  -  in  areas  where 
agricultural  activity  does  not  warrant  a  FSA  office? 

Answer:  In  certain  locations  where  agricultural  activity  is  limited  but  where  demand  for 

conservation  programs  is  sufficiently  high,  a  NRCS  office  will  operate  alone 
without  a  counterpart  FSA  office. 
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QUKSTIONS  SlIBMirrKD  BY  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM  (11/9/93) 

MARKKTINC;  AND  INSPECTION  SERVICES  (SEC.  501) 

Questiun    I:     Many  agricultural  interests  have  questioned  your  reasoning  in  combining  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  (PSA)  with  the  Federal  Grain 
Inspection  Service  (FGIS)  into  a  single  agency.    What  commonalities  do  the 
two  agencies  share  that  make  them  candidates  for  consolidation? 

Answer:  They  are  both  very  small  agencies.   The  Federal  Grain  Inspection  Service  was 

established  by  the  Grain  Standards  Act  in  1976.   The  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Administration  was  reorganized  as  a  separate  agency  in  1981.    As  you  know, 
at  one  time,  they  were  both  divisions  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 
We  rejected  the  alternative  of  reestablishing  them  as  divisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service  due  to  the  lack  of  sufficient  visibility  for  these 
important  activities.   We  expect  to  achieve  administrative  savings  by 
combining  these  two  small  agencies. 


Question   2:     If  food  safety  is  considered  such  an  important  part  of  USDA's  work,  why 

does  your  proposed  reorganization  plan  not  make  it  more  visible  by  separating 
this  work  from  farm  marketing  and  promotion  activities  and  elevating  FSIS 
and  other  food  safety  programs  to  an  independent  assistant  or  under  secretary 
for  food  safety?   Did  you  consider  this  option? 

Answer:  We  evaluated  a  wide  range  of  organizational  options  and  spent  a  great  deal  of 

time  on  these  issues.   The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection 
Services  indicates  that  he  has  spent  about  80  percent  of  his  time  on  these 
issues.  The  USDA  agencies  have  been  directed  to  develop  a  farm-to-table 
approach  for  ensuring  that  consumers  will  continue  to  have  the  safest  food 
supply  possible.   We  are  on  track  to  revolutionize  the  inspection  system  by 
introducing  risk-based  inspection  principles.   FSIS  is  being  reorganized  to 
emphasize  its  public  health  mission  by  encouraging  sound  science  and  new 
technologies  to  ensure  food  safety.  The  fann  marketing  and  promotion 
activities  in  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Service  do  not  undercut  our 
commitment  to  protecting  public  health.  The  personnel  admiitistering  the 
marketing  and  promotion  activities  are  separated  from  the  actions  of  the  meat 
and  poultry  inspectors.   Obviously,  at  some  point  in  the  organization,  a  policy 
official  would  have  joint  responsibilities.  However,  we  did  not  see  a  need  to 
establish  a  separate  subcabinet  officer  for  food  safety. 
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QUESTIONS  SI  BMITTKI)  BY  C0N<;RESSMA\  STENHOLM  (11/9/93) 
RESEARCH  AND  EXTENSION  QUESTIONS 


Quesliun:    I.    If  the  Economic  Research  Service  (ERS)  will  be  reporting  to  an  Assistant 

Secretary  for  Research  and  Economics,  will  there  be  one  or  two  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretaries-one  for  Economics  (ERS,  NASS,  World  Board),  and  one  for  ARS, 
CSRS.  Extension,  and  the  National  Agricultural  Library  (NAL)? 

Answer:  Our  current  plans  include  one  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research,  Education 

and  Economics.   We  will  carefully  consider  the  qualifications  of  the  individual  in 
that  position  in  relation  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  to  assure  appropriate  policy 
direction  to  the  total  set  of  research,  education  and  economics  programs. 

Questiun:   2.    Since  ARS  is  larger  in  budget  and  staff  than  the  other  units  combined,  some  are 
concerned  that  this  holds  the  potential  of  creating  an  unbalanced  relationship 
among  the  various  Administrators,  one  favoring  the  current  ARS  philosophy  and 
mission  (including  a  reliance  on  centralized  decision  making)  over  that  of  the 
State  cooperators.   What  will  be  the  working  relationship  between  the  in-house 
and  State  research  and  extension  functions? 

Answer:  Our  plan  provides  for  integrating  the  program  staffs  from  the  former  ARS,  CSRS, 

and  Extension  into  mission  oriented  units.   Therefore,  the  former  agency 
administrator  positions  would  not  exist  under  the  Agricultural  Research  and 
Education  Service  (ARES).    By  integrating  the  staffs,  we  expect  to  better 
coordinate  research  and  education  functions  and  also  provide  appropriate  balance 
to  in-house  and  extramural  operations.   We  also  plan  to  maintain  close 
relationships  with  the  States  through  liaison  staffs  that  will  serve  as  primary 
contact  points  within  ARES. 

Question:  3.  Will  there  need  to  be  an  additional  layering  of  adnfiinistration  to  service  the 

substantially  different  functions  of  ARS,  CSRS,  and  ES?  Why  or  why  not?  Will 
each  of  the  units  now  headed  by  an  Administrator  continue  to  be  headed  by  an 
Adnunistrator? 

Answer:  We  do  not  plan  to  have  any  additional  layers  of  administration.   In  fact,  our  plan 

would  result  in  significant  consolidation  of  program  planning  and  administrative 
support  functions.   By  integrating  program  staffs  along  mission  lines,  we  can 
avoid  duplication  of  supervision  for  the  research  and  education  functions.   We  do 
not  plan  to  have  administrators  as  currently  exist   Instead,  we  will  have  relatively 
small  offices  that  will  serve  to  coordinate  with  and  manage  programs  available  to 
the  different  clientele  groups  such  as  our  State  cooperators  for  research  and 
extension. 
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Qiiesliun:   4.    If  existing  units  (ARS.  ERS.  etc.).  are  combined  or  split  up.  what  are  the  criteria 
upon  which  these  decisions  will  be  based? 

Answer:  Our  decisions  regarding  the  details  of  the  new  organization  are  being  driven  by 

our  desire  to  achieve  benefits  of  a  closer  relationship  among  research,  education 
and  economics  functions.  Benefits  will  include  a  synergistic  effect  from  closer 
program  planning  and  coordination  and  more  efficient  provision  of  administrative 
services.  We  will  make  this  happen  by  combining  closely  related  program 
functions,  such  as  planning  staffs  for  research  and  education  programs,  into  one 
entity.  Similarly,  we  are  consolidating  the  administrative  support  functions  into 
one  organization  as  a  means  to  save  resources  and  provide  a  consistent  level  of 
support  across  these  programs. 

Question:  5.   As  you  know,  only  20%  of  the  State  and  local  Extension  budget  derives  from  the 
Federal  level,  and  Cooperative  Research  is  similarly  funded.    If  Extension  and 
Cooperative  Research  are  combined  with  another  unit,  what  implications  does  this 
have  for  research  and  extension  work  at  the  local  level?    More  specifically,  how 
do  you  propose  to  continue  to  be  the  national  coordinator  of  the  national 
Cooperative  Extension  System  and  the  national  Coopcradve  Research  System 
under  the  proposed  plan? 

Answer:  There  should  be  little  direct  impact  on  research  and  Extension  work  at  the  local 

level.   We  plan  to  establish  liaison  units  within  the  new  Agricultural  Research 
and  Education  Service  to  specifically  relate  to  the  research  and  Extension  units  at 
tiie  State  level.   This  will  assure  the  continuation  of  the  partnership  that  has  been 
a  critical  feature  of  the  success  of  these  programs.    In  fact,  our  new  organization, 
with  its  combined  planning  staff,  will  result  in  better  coordination  between 
Federal  and  state  research  and  extension. 

Question:   6.  The  proposed  consolidation  of  agencies  presendy  under  Science  and  Education 
appears  to  form  a  very  large  service  similar  to  the  Science  and  Education 
Administration  that  was  attempted  and  abandoned  in  the  late  1970's  .   In  what 
ways  does  the  proposed  new  organization  differ  from  this  earlier  effort? 


Answer:  The  new  organization  will  differ  firom  the  old  Science  and  Education 

Administration  (SEA)  in  at  least  two  significant  ways.   Furst,  the  new  organization 
will  have  fewer  administrative  levels  and  significandy  less  resources  devoted  to 
overhead  staffs.   For  example,  under  SEA,  the  old  agency  structures  with  their 
administrator's  offices  remained  essentially  in  place  with  a  superstructure  placed 
over  them.   Second,  in  the  new  organization  we  will  fully  integrate  program  staffs 
from  the  existing  agencies,  whereas  under  SEA  program  staffs  remained  separate. 
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Question:  7.  Will  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service  continue  to  include  the  full 
mission  of  the  Extension  Service  as  authorized  by  the  Sniith-Lever  Act  -  such  as 
agriculture,  economics,  4-H  and  youth  development,  family  economics,  etc..' 

Answer:  Yes.  we  intend  to  include  the  full  mission  of  the  Extension  Service  as  authorized 

by  the  Smith-Lever  Act  within  the  Agricultural  Research  and  Education  Service. 

Questiun:    8.    The  IXyO's  university  system  has  a  long  history  of  focusing  on  underprivileged 
youth  and  families.    Under  the  proposed  structure,  how  will  these  colleges 
maintain  these  missions.' 


Answer:  The  1X90  university  system  will  continue  to  maintain  important  missions  related 

to  underprivileged  youth  and  families.    In  fact,  under  the  new  organization,  the 
consolidated  planning  function  should  provide  new  opportunities  for  those 
institutions  to  expand  their  programs  in  coordination  with  other  research  and 
extension  efforts. 
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QUESTIONS  SLBMiriKD  BY  CONdRKSSMAN  STENHOLM  (11/9/93) 
OTHER  ISSUES 


Question:    I.     How  does  the  Department  intend  to  continue  to  abide  by  the  Food, 

Agriculture.  Conservation,  and  Trade  Act  of  1990  [Section  2501(g)(l)l  for 
"consolidated  suboffices"  to  be  located  in  tribal  headquarters'  offices  in 
counties  where  Indian  reservations  are  located? 

Answer:  The  Department  has  established  about  50  such  suboffices  and  is  continuing  to 

work  with  the  tribes,  through  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils,  to 
implement  this  FACT  Act  provision.   The  proposed  reorganization  should 
have  no  effect  on  this  arrangement 


Question:   2.     What  other  actions  are  you  contemplating  which  would  improve  the 

availability  and  access  of  US  DA  programs  to  Native  American  farmers  and 
ranchers? 

Answer:  Native  American  farmers  and  ranchers,  like  other  customers  of  USDA 

services,  will  share  in  the  benefits  of  the  improved  efficiency  and  greater 
service-orienution  of  the  proposed  reorganization.   In  addition,  in 
administering  its  various  programs,  the  Department  will  emphasis  outreach 
and  assisunce  to  socially  disadvantaged  and  underserved  groups.   The 
Department  will  also  continue  to  work  with  the  tribes  on  certain  special 
arrangements,  such  as  using  the  existing  Farmers  Home  Administration  Office 
in  Arizona  as  a  focal  point  for  loan  making  and  servicing  for  the  Navajo 
Nation. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  I  sQso  want  to  announce  that  this  subcommittee 
will  hold  nine  field  hearings  in  the  months  of  December  and  Janu- 
ary. We  will  be  in  the  States  of  Georgia,  Arkansas,  Nebraska, 
North  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  California,  Indiana,  and  Texas,  complet- 
ing our  field  hearings  by  the  end  of  January.  We  are  scheduled  to 
go  to  markup  on  the  bill  in  subcommittee  on  February  8. 

Therefore,  we  intend  to  do  our  part,  as  Chairman  de  la  Garza 
has  instructed  us,  to  prepare  the  legislation  for  the  full  committee 
early  in  the  next  year. 

And  we  appreciate,  Mr.  Secretary,  your  cooperation  thus  far  and 
expect  no  less  over  the  next  several  days  and  weeks  as  we  work 
together  to  answer  the  additional  questions  that  will  be  forthcom- 
ing. 

One  footnote  to  the  chairman's  remarks  a  moment  ago  about  the 
budget:  I  serve  on  the  Budget  Committee,  and  we  hear  a  lot  about 
entitlements  today.  A  lot  of  people  are  talking  about  additional  cuts 
in  agriculture.  But  if  every  other  entitlement  program  would  take 
the  same  cuts  that  agriculture  has  taken  thus  far,  we  would  have 
a  balanced  budget  today,  and  we  would  be  looking  at  ways  to  cut 
taxes  on  middle  income  America  or  anyone  else,  rather  than  cut- 
ting other  spending  and  raising  taxes.  And  that  is  a  fact  that  keeps 
getting  overlooked  in  all  of  the  rhetoric  on  budget  matters. 

One  other  note,  I  omitted  Pennsylvania.  If  I  did,  I  apologize  to 
Pennsylvania.  We  will  be  in  Pennsylvania  for  one  of  the  nine  sub- 
committee hearings. 

With  those  opening  remarks,  we  welcome  you.  Secretary 
Rominger.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  you  must  depart  at  2:15  p.m. 

What  is  the  time  when  you  must  leave?  We  will  accommodate 
your  schedule. 

Mr.  Rominger.  By  2:30  p.m.  will  be  OK. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  We  will  adhere  to  that. 

Welcome.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  A.  ROMINGER,  DEPUTY  SECRETARY, 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 
STEPHEN  DEWHURST,  OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  PROGRAM 
ANALYSIS,  MIKE  DUNN,  ADMINISTRATOR,  FARMERS  HOME 
ADMINISTRATION,  AND  MICHAEL  KELLY,  OFFICE  OF  GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL 

Mr.  Rominger.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Chairman  de  la 
Garza,  and  Mr.  Roberts. 

I  would  like  to  open  by  saying  I  share  your  frustrations,  and  I 
just  came  from  a  meeting  with  OMB  and  would  wonder  if  you 
would  like  to  join  me  this  afternoon  for  another  meeting  with  OMB. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Rominger.  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  the  subcommittee 
to  testify  on  Secretary  Esp/s  proposed  reorganization  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

I  would  like  to  broadly  summarize  the  Secretary's  reorganization 
proposals  and  elaborate  on  three  areas — the  Farm  Service  Agency, 
the  conservation  programs,  and  the  rural  development  programs — 
and  then  follow  up  on  some  of  the  items  that  were  raised  during 
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the  Secretary's  testimony  before  the  full  committee  on  September 
29,  1993. 

As  Secretary  Espy  testified  before  the  full  committee,  the  pro- 
posal he  submitted  to  Congress  would  reorganize  the  Department 
around  six  basic  missions:  One,  the  service  to  farmers  and  ranch- 
ers; two,  community  and  economic  development  in  rural  areas; 
three,  food,  nutrition,  and  consumer  services;  four,  conservation 
programs;  five,  food  quality  and  safety;  and  six,  research,  education 
and  economics. 

Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  to  streamline  the  plan  is  a  bold 
proposal  to  reinvent  and  reengineer  the  Department  to  improve 
customer  service  and  save  taxpayers'  money.  It  is  clearly  the  most 
far-reaching  reorganization  proposal  ever  undertaken  by  the  De- 
partment and  may  well  be  the  most  extensive  reorganization  effort 
undertaken  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  first  action  will  take  place  at  the  headquarters  level  where 
43  agencies  and  staff  offices  will  be  reduced  to  about  30.  Head- 
quarters staff  will  be  reduced  at  least  proportionate  to  the  staff  re- 
ductions in  the  field.  Headquarters  will  be  reduced  by  at  least 
1,250  people.  That  is  an  8  percent  reduction.  Field  staffing  will  be 
reduced  at  least  by  6,200  staff  years.  That  is  a  6.5  percent  reduc- 
tion. Administrative  staffing  will  be  reduced  by  about  1,200  staff 
years  or  nearly  10  percent.  And  the  management  structure  will  be 
simplified. 

Senior  executive  service,  GS-15,  and  GS-14  personnel  will  be  re- 
duced by  650  staff  years.  That  is  about  10.8  percent. 

In  addition  to  the  anticipated  1.25  billion  dollars'  worth  of  sav- 
ings achieved  through  personnel  reductions,  we  project  the  Depart- 
ment will  save  at  least  an  additional  $1.19  billion  through  1998  by 
reducing  administrative  costs  such  as  travel  and  printing. 

The  Department's  well-known  mission  to  serve  farmers  and 
ranchers  will  be  carried  out  by  two  agencies  under  the  leadership 
of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and  International  Trade  Services. 
The  International  Agricultural  Trade  Service  will  better  help  our 
farmers  and  ranchers  secure  the  growing  markets  in  a  global  econ- 
omy by  combining  the  Foreign  Agricultural  Service  and  the  Office 
of  International  Cooperation  and  Development. 

The  Farm  Service  Agency,  FSA,  will  combine  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation,  the  farm  credit  programs  of  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  and  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conserva- 
tion Service,  ASCS,  except  for  the  conservation  cost-share  programs 
transferred  to  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.  Admin- 
istrative appeals  functions  at  the  national  level  will  be  shifted  from 
the  agencies  that  will  be  incorporated  into  the  FSA  to  an  independ- 
ent National  Appeals  Division,  which  I  will  discuss  a  little  bit  later. 
By  consolidating  the  State,  area,  and  county  field  structure  of 
ASCS,  FCIC,  and  the  farm  assistance  portions  of  FmHA,  the  FSA 
will  be  the  sole  agency  that  delivers  these  farm  services. 

The  creation  of  the  FSA  will  result  in  a  reduction  of  the  paper- 
work burden  and  an  improvement  of  services  to  constituents. 

Our  mission  of  promoting  economic  and  community  development 
in  rural  communities  will  be  carried  out  by  three  agencies — the 
Rural  Utilities  Service,  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Devel- 
opment Service,  and  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Develop- 
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ment  Service.  Those  will  be  under  the  leadership  of  the  Under  Sec- 
retary for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development. 

Each  one  of  those  agencies  has  a  clear  mission.  The  mission  of 
the  Rural  Utilities  Service  will  be  to  serve  a  leading  role  in  improv- 
ing the  quality  of  life  in  rural  America  by  administering  its  elec- 
trification, telecommunications,  and  water  and  waste  programs  in 
a  service-oriented,  forward-looking,  and  financially  responsible 
manner. 

The  mission  of  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development 
Service  will  be  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  rural  America  by 
providing  credits  and/or  grants  for  community  facilities,  home- 
ownership,  and  multifamily  housing  facilities.  Technical  assistance 
and  outreach  activities  will  be  crucial  to  achieving  our  goals. 

The  mission  of  the  Rural  Business  and  Cooperative  Development 
Service  will  be  to  assist  cooperatives  and  other  business  develop- 
ment through  partnership  with  rural  communities.  Within  each 
State  a  single  State  director  will  have  line  authority  over  all  three 
agencies  and  will  be  responsible  for  the  activities  of  each  agency  in 
their  State.  Most  of  those  field  offices  will  be  in  the  USDA  field  of- 
fice service  centers  which  are  discussed  later  in  the  testimony. 

Conservation  programs.  Our  ever-growing  mission  in  the  areas  of 
conservation  and  environment  will  be  carried  out  by  the  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service,  NRCS,  and  the  Forest  Service 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Re- 
sources and  Environment. 

In  addition  to  the  line  responsibilities  for  these  two  agencies,  the 
Assistant  Secretary  will  be  responsible  for  coordinating  the  Depart- 
ment's environmental  policies  in  such  areas  as  pesticides  and  glob- 
al climate  change. 

The  NRCS  will  be  created  by  combining  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  and  the  conservation  cost-share  programs  of  the  current 
ASCS.  While  the  heads  of  the  FSA  and  the  NRCS  will  report  to  a 
different  subcabinet  official,  county-level  field  offices  of  both  agen- 
cies will  be  collocated.  At  the  county  level,  the  NRCS,  along  with 
the  FSA,  will  operate  out  of  approximately  2,500  USDA  field  serv- 
ice centers  supported  by  the  info-share  program  which  will  inte- 
grate common  automated  data  bases,  farm  record  systems,  and 
agency  accounting  systems. 

An  agricultural  conservation  committee  will  be  established  at 
each  of  these  USDA  field  service  centers.  These  committees  will 
have  equal  representation  from  the  FSA  committees  and  the  soil 
and  water  conservation  districts  and  will  have  authority  to  approve 
the  NRCS  recommendations  on  individual  cost-share  applications. 

Now  some  of  those  other  issues.  During  the  Secretary's  testimony 
before  the  full  committee,  members  raised  various  questions  re- 
garding the  Secretary's  proposed  reorganization  plan.  Three  areas 
stand  out  as  requiring  further  comment.  They  are:  One,  the  rela- 
tionship of  the  soil  conservation  activities  to  those  of  the  FSA;  two, 
the  operation  of  the  National  Appeals  Division;  and  three,  the 
streamlining  of  the  county-based  agencies. 

Soil  conservation  activities  and  the  FSA.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  in- 
dicated that  the  Department  should  be  prepared  to  explain  why  the 
Department  does  not  propose  to  merge  the  SCS,  to  be  renamed  the 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service,  into  the  FSA. 
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I  think  there  are  several  reasons  for  not  including  the  SCS  in  the 
FSA.  First,  the  SCS  mission  is  an  extremely  broad  and  complex 
one  that  impacts  a  diverse  audience,  including  farmers,  ranchers. 
State  and  local  governments. 

Over  the  years,  the  Congress  has  added  a  number  of  programs 
and  broadened  the  authorities  of  the  agency  to  provide  a 
multifaceted  approach  to  conservation  and  environmental  improve- 
ment. The  SCS  provides  a  unique  source  of  technical,  science-based 
expertise  and  can  call  on  a  cadre  of  experts  including  soil  sci- 
entists, economists,  engineers,  as  well  as  specialists  in  agronomy, 
biology,  forestry,  plant  materials,  and  range  management.  This  en- 
sures an  interdisciplinary  approach  to  solving  resource  problems. 

Environmental  issues  continue  to  have  a  significant  impact  on 
agriculture,  and  maintaining  an  independent  conservation  agency 
will  send  an  important  message  that  this  Department  is  committed 
to  protecting  our  Nation's  natural  resources.  The  SCS  has  been  as- 
signed new  responsibilities  in  implementing  the  administration's 
wetland  policies.  The  agency's  ability  to  provide  assurances  of  ob- 
jectivity and  impartiality  was  a  key  factor  in  the  SCS  being  given 
these  responsibilities. 

While  implementing  the  1985  Food  Security  Act  has  certainly 
dominated  USDA  conservation  policy  for  the  past  several  years,  an 
internal  analysis  of  SCS  customers  has  shown  that  about  60  per- 
cent of  the  technical  assistance  that  SCS  delivers  is  not  directly  re- 
lated to  this  activity. 

For  example,  about  30  percent  of  SCS  technical  assistance  is  de- 
voted to  working  with  State  and  local  government  agencies  and 
rural  communities.  Further,  the  SCS  has  several  program  authori- 
ties that  do  not  coincide  with  farm  commodity  programs  or  con- 
stituencies and  would,  therefore,  not  fit  well  with  FSA.  These  in- 
clude watershed  planning  and  operation,  river  basin  surveys,  soil 
and  snow  surveys,  plant  material  centers,  and  resource  inventories. 
With  the  SCS  being  widely  recognized  for  its  technical  capabilities 
on  natural  resource  management  issues,  we  expect  the  NRCS  will 
be  called  upon  in  the  future  for  more  assistance  on  matters  that 
have  significant  nonagricultural  dimensions. 

Our  proposed  consolidation  of  all  conservation  programs  within 
the  NRCS  will  also  generate  a  number  of  important  dividends.  Not 
only  will  it  improve  efficiency  and  provide  one-stop  delivery  of  con- 
servation services  to  the  public,  but  farmers  will  also  benefit  from 
reduced  regulations,  simpler  rules,  single  application  forms,  and  a 
totally  integrated  approach  to  their  conservation  problems.  For  ex- 
ample, 15  separate  manuals  have  been  identified  that  could  be 
eliminated  or  combined  into  one  document.  We  could  also  cut  the 
number  of  steps  a  farmer  has  to  go  through  to  get  cost-share  assist- 
ance under  the  agricultural  conservation  program  from  14  to  7. 

Moreover,  the  consolidation  of  conservation  programs  in  a  single 
agency  gives  that  agency  the  full  range  of  policy  and  program  tools 
needed  to  carry  out  the  Department's  broad  mandates  to  work  with 
farmers  to  keep  agricultural  related  soil  and  water  resource  prob- 
lems to  a  minimum. 

The  Secretary  and  I  believe  the  Department  needs  to  maintain 
an  independent  agency  with  a  strong  environmental  mission  that 
clearly  communicates  the  priority  and  importance  placed  by  this 
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Department  and  the  administration  on  these  issues.  While  the 
NRCS  will  not  be  a  part  of  the  FSA,  the  two  agencies  will  be  collo- 
cated. We  will  institutionalize  a  very  close  and  cooperative  relation- 
ship between  these  two  agencies  at  headquarters  and  in  the  field 
to  make  one-stop  shopping  a  reality. 

Now  the  National  Appeals  Division.  Based  on  concerns  of  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  and  constituents,  we  have  modified  our  proposal 
to  create  a  National  Appeals  Division  that  would  reside  within  Ex- 
ecutive Operations,  which  reports  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary. 
The  Department's  legislation,  H.R.  3171,  that  has  been  introduced 
by  Chairman  de  la  Garza  and  cosponsored  by  many  of  you,  estab- 
lishes an  autonomous  National  Appeals  Division  that  would  handle 
administrative  appeals  of  producers.  These  appeals  would  include 
those  from  decisions  of  the  FSA,  the  current  ASCS,  FmHA,  and 
FCIC,  and  the  NRCS,  currently  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

At  present,  appeals  move  up  through  an  agency  but  never  leave 
the  agency.  By  placing  the  National  Appeals  Division  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary,  the  final  determination  would  occur  at  the  depart- 
mental level. 

At  the  State  and  local  levels,  all  administrative  appeals  will  be 
handled  under  procedures  akin  to  those  presently  utilized.  Thus, 
appeals  from  decisions  of  the  FSA  at  the  local  and  State  levels 
would  be  handled  and  determined  by  county  and  State  committees 
or  within  other  currently  existing  appeals  structures.  Field-level 
appeals  from  decisions  under  programs  presently  conducted  by  the 
FmHL\ — including  the  farmer  program  loans,  the  business  and  in- 
dustry loans,  the  community  facilities  loans,  and  the  housing 
loans — and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  would  likewise  be  han- 
dled at  the  field  level  as  it  is  presently  done. 

But  at  the  Washington  level,  all  appeals  will  be  handled  under 
procedures  that  will  incorporate  the  provisions  and  the  rights  af- 
forded under  procedures  presently  in  place  for  ASCS  and  Farmers 
Home  appeals.  A  corps  of  hearing  officers  will  handle  all  such  ap- 
peals. Subsequent  to  a  hearing  officer  rendering  an  initial  decision, 
a  program  participant  will  then  have  the  opportunity  to  appeal 
that  decision  directly  to  the  Director  of  the  National  Appeals  Divi- 
sion. 

Now  to  the  county  offices  reorganization.  The  reorganization  of 
the  farm  service  county  offices.  Under  our  proposal,  each  State  will 
be  assigned  an  optimum  number  of  USDA  Field  Office  Service  Cen- 
ters. USDA  customers  will  be  served  at  one  location  by  a  minimum 
of  two  new  agencies:  the  FSA  and  the  NRCS.  In  addition,  other 
agencies  such  as  the  new  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Develop- 
ment Service  will  be  collocated  whenever  possible  in  the  USDA 
Field  Office  Service  Centers. 

Currently,  USDA  has  3,700  office  locations  across  the  Nation 
serving  3,071  counties.  This  structure,  however,  reflects  many  in- 
stances where  USDA  agencies  operate  single,  stand  alone  offices. 

When  the  plan  is  implemented,  the  Department  will  have  about 
2,500  USDA  Field  Office  Service  Centers  nationwide  providing  one- 
stop  shopping  for  USDA  customers.  We  are  still  reviewing  plans 
submitted  by  the  State  food  and  agriculture  councils  as  how  best 
to  reorganize,  collocate  and  merge  the  offices  within  their  areas  of 
jurisdiction.  We  will  rely  heavily  on  common  computer  operations 
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and  data  bases  of  shared  information  and  the  sharing  of  resources 
to  achieve  these  savings. 

As  Secretary  Espy  has  emphasized,  before  he  reorganizes  the 
county  offices,  he  is  committed  to  working  with  and  coming  to  see, 
if  necessary,  each  and  every  member  of  the  full  committee. 

Our  proposal  reflects  the  Secretary's  commitment  to  modernizing 
the  Department  by  first  restructuring  headquarters  functions; 
then,  when  the  foundation  has  been  laid,  reforming  the  Depart- 
ment's field  structure.  We  will  need  Congress  to  provide  us  support 
so  that  we  will  be  able  to  put  into  place  the  necessary  new  tech- 
nology and  systems  and  to  make  the  Department  more  efficient, 
cost-effective,  and  service-driven. 

Our  proposal  to  restructure  USDA  is  designed  to  ensure  fair 
treatment  for  USDA  clients  and  employees.  Reorganization  will  be 
implemented  in  an  orderly  and  compassionate  way.  Change  will 
not  be  achieved  in  a  day,  a  week,  a  month,  or  even  a  year.  The  pro- 
posal assumes  a  3-year  implementation  period.  We  intend  to  work 
with  each  and  every  one  of  you  throughout  the  entire  process. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement,  and  now  I  would  be 
pleased  to  address  any  questions  that  the  subcommittee  might 
have  for  me. 

I  have  some  help  here  with  Mr.  Dewhurst,  Mr.  Kelly,  Mr.  Smith, 
Mr.  Bridge,  and  Mr.  Dunn.  So  they  can  answer  some  detailed  ques- 
tions if  need  be. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Rominger  appears  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing.] 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary. 
I  will  have  the  5-minute  clock  on  each  of  us,  and  we  will  go  as 
many  rounds  as  time  will  permit  today. 

I  ask  my  first  question  not  only  for  you  but  for  a  lot  of  others 
in  the  audience.  As  we  get  into  this,  I  think  we  are  going  to  have 
to  continue  to  challenge  ourselves  on  the  structure,  the  boxes,  and 
the  lines,  et  cetera.  As  you  say,  you  are  reorganizing  the  Depart- 
ment around  six  basic  missions.  All  of  the  missions  are  apparently 
important  enough  to  rate  an  Assistant  or  Under  Secretary  of  their 
own,  except  for  food  safety  and  quality. 

Now,  what  is  unique  about  food  safety  that  it  will  stay  relegated 
beneath  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection 
Services,  who  has  a  much  broader  range  of  responsibilities? 

Mr.  Rominger.  We  envision  a  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service 
as  part  of  the  whole  marketing  and  inspection  program.  So  we  feel 
that  those  are  compatible  programs  and  that  one  Assistant  Sec- 
retary can  handle  those  very  well.  That  is  our  current  plan. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  This  is  going  to  be  an  area  that  I  want  to  con- 
tinue to  pursue,  because  I  found  myself  in  total  agreement  with 
your  six  basic  missions.  And  in  keeping  with  the  spirit  of  Chairman 
de  la  Garza's  and  Mr.  Roberts'  opening  remarks  and  your  own 
statement,  this  is  one  area  that  I  think  we  perhaps  need  to  con- 
tinue to  think  about.  I  don't  want  to  pursue  it  any  further  with  you 
today,  but  appreciate  your  answer. 

Mr.  Rominger.  I  would  just  add  that  we  would  think  that  the 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  and  the  other  inspec- 
tion programs  are  complementary  to  the  Food  Safety  and  Inspec- 
tion Service  and  that  they  do  belong  together. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  In  your  response  to  the  subcommittee's  written 
questions — this  gets  back  to  the  FSA  and  NRCS — you  note  one  in- 
tent of  this  legislation  is  to  permit  us  to  organize  a  single  workforce 
under  a  supervisor  within  each  office.  But  you  say  later  that  we 
also  plan  to  maintain  two  separate  supervisory  structures  at  the 
local  level. 

You  are  creating  a  situation  where  many  FSA  employees  will 
now  have  two  masters,  doing  cost-share  work  for  the  local  NRCS 
director  and  administering  commodity  programs  for  the  local  FSA 
director. 

I  would  like  to  have  you  amplify  on  that,  for  example  explaining 
who  in  that  local  office  will  set  program  priorities,  coordinate  work- 
load, and  evaluate  employee  performance. 

How  will  this  situation  improve  service  to  the  client  and  achieve 
management  efficiencies? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  do  have  two  organizations  at  the  local  level. 
We  have  the  FSA  where  we  have  combined  three  previous  organi- 
zations. And  then  we  have  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service.  So  the  FSA  will  have  one  boss,  and  the  NRCS  will  still  be 
under  its  agency  leadership;  that  is  the  policy  decisions  will  come 
from  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environ- 
ment in  that  area. 

For  the  decisions  at  the  local  level,  as  we  have  indicated,  we  are 
going  to  have  a  joint  local  committee  that  will  be  composed  of  the 
members  of  the  FSA  committee  and  the  members  of  the  local  soil 
conservation  or  natural  resources  conservation  districts — whatever 
they  are  called  at  the  local  level.  So  that  the  joint  committee  will 
be  making  the  determinations  on  the  individual  farmer  applica- 
tions, cost-share  programs;  but  the  policy  decisions,  if  they  are  re- 
source conservation,  will  come  from  the  resource  conservation  side; 
if  they  are  Farm  Service  Agency,  they  will  come  from  the  Farm 
Service  Agency  side. 

Would  anyone  like  to  elaborate  on  that  any  more? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  I  would  just  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  just  thinking 
about  your  question  for  a  minute,  to  an  individual  employee  work- 
ing in  an  FSA  office,  his  supervisory  chain  would  be  the  Farm 
Service  Agency's  supervisory  chain.  That  office  would  have  some 
responsibilities  for  conservation  cost-share  programs  which  would 
be  done  under  a  memorandum  of  understanding  or  contract  with 
the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service. 

But  that  sort  of  reimbursable  arrangement  is  not  uncommon  in 
the  Federal  Government.  In  fact,  it  is  often  true  that  one  agency 
will  do  work  for  another  agency  under  some  kind  of  reimbursable 
agreement.  That  does  not  often  directly  affect  the  individual  em- 
ployee. He  or  she  still  reports  up  the  line  to  his  or  her  supervisor. 
The  supervisor  then  has  to  allocate  the  workload,  live  up  to  what- 
ever contract  he  signed  with  the  agency  that  has  requested  his 
services,  and  meet  his  other  responsibilities  within  the  agency.  So 
it  is  not  quite  as  unusual  a  situation  as  it  might  seem  to  be  when 
we  first  lay  it  out. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  believe  I  will  stop  there,  and  then  I  want  to 
pursue  some  more  questioning  in  just  a  moment  on  that.  But  I  will 
recognize  Chairman  de  la  Garza. 
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The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
some  questions  from  some  of  the  employee  unions  that  I  will  sub- 
mit for  the  record  and  you  may  address  them,  Secretary  Rominger. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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House  Committee  on  Agriculture 

Subcommittee  Hearing  -  December  8,  1993 

USDA  Reorganization 

Questions  submitted  by: 

The  Honorable  E  (Kika)  de  la  Garza 


1.  How  specifically  does  the  Department  plan  to  involve  the 
unions  in  the  process  of  reorganizing  the  proposed  Farm 
Service  Agency,  the  Department  as  a  whole,  and  in  the 
process  of  reinventing  Government?  will  the  Department  re- 
open the  plans  that  have  been  presented  today  to  provide  the 
employee  unions  with  an  opportunity  for  input? 

2.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  USDA  Partnership  Council  met 
last  week,  and  that  it  included  representatives  from  the 
National  Federation  for  Federal  Employees  and  the  American 
Federation  for  Government  Employees.   Do  you  intend  to 
include  other  unions  that  represent  USDA  employees,  such  as 
the  National  Treasury  Employees  Union  and  the  American 
Federation  of  State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees?   If 
not ,  why? 

3.  Can  you  provide  an  update  on  the  status  of  implementation  of 
Executive  Order  12871  (attached)?   How  is  the  Department 
going  to  address  those  needs  (how  to  improve  service 
delivery  to  Department  customers  and  employees)  as  they 
affect  reorganization?  How  will  the  Department  work  with 
the  unions  to  formulate  these  efforts? 

4.  The  proposed  plan  for  reorganization  calls  for  the  reduction 
of  at  least  7,500  federal  staff  years  (6.7  percent)  and  by 
at  least  1,000  staff  years  of  non-Federal  employment  in  USDA 
county  offices  over  5  years.   Will  other  supervisory 
positions  be  reduced  by  the  same  amount?  Can  you  provide 
information  on  how  and  when  these  reductions  will  be 
implemented,  and  to  what  extent  will  unions  be  involved  in 
the  process? 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  E  (Kika)  DE  LA  GARZA 


Question  1:  How  specifically  does  the  Department  plan  to  involve  the  unions  in  the 
process  of  reorganizing  the  proposed  Farm  Service  Agency,  the 
Department  as  a  whole,  and  in  the  process  of  reinventing  Government? 
Will  the  Department  reopen  the  plans  that  have  been  presented  today  to 
provide  the  employee  unions  with  an  opportunity  for  input? 

Answer:        Deputy  Under  Secretary  (and  Interim  Chairperson  of  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  Reorganization)  Dallas  Smith  is  meeting  with  union 
representatives  of  the  three  affected  agencies  on  December  10,  1993. 
Union  representatives  will  be  invited  to  participate  as  members  of  the 
various  work  groups.   Unions  will  have  ample  opportunity  to  be  involved 
in  the  full  scope  of  reorganization  efforts. 

Question  2:  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  USDA  Partnership  Council  met  last  week, 
and  that  it  included  representatives  from  the  National  Federal  for  Federal 
Employees  and  the  American  Federation  for  Government  Employees. 
Do  you  intend  to  include  other  unions  that  represent  USDA  employees, 
such  as  the  National  Treasury  Employees  Union  and  the  American 
Federal  of  State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees?   If  not,  why? 

Answer:        In  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12871  partnership  councils  will  be 
established  at  the  level  of  recognition  unless  the  local  union  is  not 
interested  in  participating  in  a  Partnership  Council.   Representatives  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  National  Federation  of  Federal 
Employees,  and  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees  entered 
into  an  Partnership  Agreement  on  December  1 ,  1993.   These  two  unions 
are  the  only  unions  that  have  recognition  at  the  Department  level.   The 
National  Treasury  Employees  Union,  the  American  Federation  of  State, 
County,  and  Municipal  Employees,  and  the  other  unions  that  do  not  have 
Department  recognition  on  the  Department  Partnership  Council  will  form 
partnership  councils  at  the  level  of  their  recognition. 
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Question  3:  Can  you  provide  an  update  on  the  status  of  implementation  of  Executive 
Order  12871  (attached)?   Hov*^  is  the  Department  going  to  address  those 
needs  (how  to  improve  service  delivery  to  Department  customers  and 
employees)   as  they  affect  reorganization?   How  will  the  Department 
work  with  the  unions  to  formulate  these  effects? 


Answer:        As  indicated  in  the  response  to  question  number  2,  the  Department 

entered  into  a  formal  written  partnership  agreement  with  two  unions.   On 
December  8,  1993,  all  agencies  of  the  Department  that  have  recognized 
unions  were  advised  to  form  partnership  councils  at  the  appropriate  level 
of  recognition. 

In  addition,  impacted  unions  will  be  given  an  opportunity  to  participate  as 
partners  in  all  matters  involving  the  reorganization  as  well  as  many  other 
issues  affecting  the  conditions  of  employment.   This  Department  is 
committed  to  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  Executive  Order  12871  including 
collective  bargaining  on  appropriate  matters. 

Question  4:  The  proposed  plan  for  reorganization  calls  for  the  reduction  of  at  least 

7,500  federal  staff  years  (6.7  percent)  and  by  at  least  1 ,000  staff  years  of 
non-Federal  employment  in  USDA  county  offices  over  5  years.   Will 
other  supervisory  positions  be  reduced  by  the  same  amount?  Can  you 
provide  information  on  how  and  when  these  reductions  will  be 
implemented,  and  to  what  extent  will  unions  be  involved  in  the  process? 

Answer:        We  expect  supervisory  positions  for  the  Department  will  be  reduced. 
Over  the  five  year  period  of  FY  1994-1998,  we  have  estimated  a 
reduction  of  about  10  percent  in  GS-14's,  15's  and  SES  positions.   We 
will  be  making  staff  reductions  bpginning  in  FY  1994  and  continuing  to 
FY  1 998  to  meet  the  7500  staff  year  reduction  target.   As  noted 
previously,  we  will  work  with  the  employee  union's  through  partnership 
councils. 
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The  President 


Executive  Order  12871  of  October  1,  1993 
Labor-Management  Partnerships 


The  involvement  of  Federal  Government  employees  and  their  union  rep- 
resentatives is  essential  to  achieving  the  National  Performance  Review's 
Government  reform  objectives.  Only  by  changing  the  nature  of  Federal  labor- 
management  relations  so  that  managers,  employees,  and  employees'  elected 
union  representatives  serve  as  partners  will  it  be  possible  to  design  and 
implement  comprehensive  changes  necessary  to  reform  Government.  Labor- 
management  partnerships  will  champion  change  in  Federal  Government  agen- 
cies to  transform  them  into  organizations  capable  of  delivering  the  highest 
quality  services  to  the  American  people. 

By  the  authority  vested  in  me  as  President  by  the  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  including  section  301  of  title  3,  United  States 
Code,  and  in  order  to  establish  a  new  form  of  labor-management  relations 
throughout  the  executive  branch  to  promote  the  principles  and  recommenda- 
tions adopted  as  a  result  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  it  is  hereby 
ordered: 

Section  1.  TiiK  National,  P.uitnersiiip  Council,,  (a)  Establishment  and  Mem- 
bership. There  is  established  the  National  Partnership  Council  ("Council"). 
The  Osuncil  shall  comprise  the  following  members  appointed  by  the  Presi- 
dent: 

(1)  Director  of  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  ("OPM"); 

(2)  Deputy  Secretary  of  Labor; 

(3)  Deputy  Director  for  Management,  OfTice  of  Management  and  Budget; 

(4)  Chair,  Federal  Labor  Relations  Authority; 

(5)  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Director: 

(6)  President,  American  Federation  of  Government  Employees,  AFL- 
I: 

(7)  President,  National  Federation  of  Federal  Employees; 

(8)  President,  National  Treasury  Employees  Union; 

(9)  Secretaiy-Treasurer  of  the  Public  Employees  Department,  AFL-QO; 
and 

(10)  A  deputy  Secretary  or  other  officer  with  department-  or  agency- 
wide  authority  from  two  executive  departments  or  agencies  (hereafter  collec- 
tively "agency"),  not  otherwise  represented  on  the  Council. 

Members  shall  have  2-year  terms  on  the  Council,  which  may  be  extended 
by  the  President. 

(b)  Responsibihties  and  Functions.  The  Council  shall  advise  the  President 
on  matters  involving  labor-management  relations  in  the  executive  branch. 
Its  activities  shall  include: 

(1)  supporting  the  creation  of  labor-management  partnerships  and  pro- 
moting partnership  efforts  in  the  executive  branch,  to  the  extent  permitted 
by  law: 
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(2)  proposing  to  the  President  by  January  1994  statutory  changes  nec- 
essary to  achieve  the  objectives  of  this  order,  including  legislation  consistent 
with  the  National  Performance  Review's  reconunendations  for  the  creation 
of  a  flexible  and  responsive  hiring  system  and  the  reform  of  the  General 
Schedule  classification  system: 

(3)  collecting  and  disseminating  information  about,  and  providing  guid- 
ance on,  partnership  efforts  in  the  executive  branch,  including  results 
achieved,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law; 

(4)  utilizing  the  expertise  of  individuals  both  within  and  outside  the 
Federal  Government  to  foster  partnership  arrangements;  and 

(5)  working  with  the  President's  Management  Council  toward  reform 
consistent  with  the  National  Performance  Review's  recommendations 
throughout  the  executive  branch. 

(c)  Administration.  (1)  The  President  shall  designate  a  member  of  the 
Council  who  is  a  full-time  Federal  employee  to  serve  as  Chairperson.  The 
responsibilities  of  the  Chairperson  shall  include  scheduling  meetings  of 
the  Council. 

(2)  Council  shall  seek  input  from  nomnember  Federal  agencies,  particu- 
larly smaller  agencies.  It  also  may,  from  time  to  time,  invite  experts  from 
the  private  and  public  sectors  to  submit  information.  The  Council  shall 
also  seek  input  from  companies,  nonprofit  organizations.  State  and  local 
governments.  Federal  Government  employees,  and  customers  of  Federal  Gov- 
ernment services,  as  needed. 

(3)  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law  and  subject  to  the  availability  of 
appropriations.  OPM  shall  provide  such  facilities,  support,  and  administrative 
services  to  the  Council  as  the  Director  of  OPM  deems  appropriate. 

(4)  Members  of  the  Council  shall  serve  without  compensation  for  their 
work  on  the  Council,  but  shall  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  law,  for  persons  serving  intermit- 
tently in  Government  service. 

(5)  All  agencies  shall,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law.  provide  to  the 
Council  such  assistance,  information,  and  advice  as  the  Council  may  request. 

(d)  Genera].  (1)  I  have  determined  that  the  Council  shall  be  established 
in  compliance  with  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  as  amended  (5 
U.S.C  App.  2). 

(2)  Notwithstanding  any  other  executive  order,  the  functions  of  the 
President  under  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act.  as  amended,  except 
that  of  reporting  to  the  Congress,  that  are  applicable  to  the  Coimcil,  shall 
be  performed  by  the  Director  of  OPM.  in  accordance  with  guidelines  and 
procedures  issued  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services. 

(3)  The  Council  shall  exist  for  a  period  of  2  years  from  the  date  of 
this  order,  unless  extended. 

(4)  Members  of  the  Council  who  are  not  otherwise  officers  or  employees 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  serve  in  a  representative  capacity  and 
shall  not  be  considered  special  Government  employees  for  any  purpose. 
S«c.  2.  Impl,E]ie.ntation  of  Labor-Manauement  P.vrtnek-siiips  Throughout 
THE  ELXECimvB  Branch.  The  head  of  each  agency  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  chapter  71  of  title  5,  United  States  Code  shall: 

(a)  create  labor-management  partnerships  by  forming  labor-management 
committees  or  councils  at  appropriate  levels,  or  adapting  existing  councils 
or  committees  if  such  groups  exist,  to  help  reform  Govenmient; 

(b)  involve  employees  and  their  union  representatives  as  full  partners 
with  management  representatives  to  identify  problems  and  craft  solutions 
to  better  serve  the  agency's  customers  and  mission; 

(c)  provide  systematic  training  of  appropriate  agency  employees  (including  ^ 
line  managers,  first  line  supervisors,  and  imion  representatives  who  are 
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Federal  employees)  in  consensual  methods  of  dispute  resolution,  such  as 
alternative  dispute  resolution  techniques  and  interest-based  bargaining  ap- 
proaches: 

(d)  negotiate  over  the  subjects  set  forth  in  5  U.S.C  7106(b)(1),  and  instruct 
subordinate  officials  to  do  the  same;  and 

(e)  evaluate  progress  and  improvements  in  organizational  performance 
resulting  from  the  labor-management  partnerships. 

Sec  3.  No  Admi;«strative  or  Judicial  Re\ie\v.  This  order  is  intended  only 
to  improve  the  internal  management  of  the  executive  branch  and  is  not 
intended  to,  and  does  not,  create  any  right  to  administrative  or  judicial 
review,  or  any  other  right,  substantive  or  procedural,  enforceable  by  a  party 
against  the  United  States,  its  agencies  or  instrumentalities,  its  officers  or 
employees,  or  any  other  person. 
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The  Chairman.  I  don't  have  any  further  questions.  I  think  they 
will  be  covered  fairly  well. 

If  you  are  meeting  with  OMB,  though,  I  will  give  you  some  am- 
munition. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Good. 

The  Chairman.  Today  I  am  writing  a  letter  to  the  Vice  President 
that  will  say  we  are  going  to  insist  that  every  Department  do  the 
same  proportionate  cut  in  employee  levels  and  in  funding  that  we 
do  in  agriculture.  And  until  that  is  met,  we  will  not  move  and  final- 
ize this  effort.  You  might  use  that  when  you  speak  to  the  people 
at  OMB  because  we  are  going  to  insist  on  that. 

I  am  tired  of  being  pointed  at.  I  am  tired  of  agriculture  being 
used  as  the  scapegoat.  The  runaway  budget,  which  it  may  well  be, 
has  not  been  us.  It  has  not  been  us.  We  have  done  our  share.  And 
I  am  going  to  insist — and  since  the  Vice  President  is  in  charge  of 
the  reorganization,  he  should  understand  we  are  going  to  do  what 
we  need  to  do  for  the  reasons  we  need  to  do  them.  But  you  might 
use  this  ammunition  that  I  will  be  writing.  We  will  not  finalize  this 
legislation  until  every  Department  gets  the  proportionate  share  of 
cuts  that  we  will  do  to  USDA  in  employee  and  in  funding. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  used  to  play  basketball  with  the 
Vice  President,  I  set  a  lot  of  picks  for  him,  and  he  very  seldom 
would  throw  me  the  ball.  And  there  are  a  lot  of  reasons  for  that. 

If  you  would  like  to  make  it  a  bipartisan  letter,  I  will  be  happy 
to  join  with  you,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  I  will  have  you  join  with  me.  Maybe  this 
time  you  can  pass  the  ball  to  him  and  see  what  he  does  with  it. 

Mr.  Roberts.  It  is  more  than  a  free  throw,  Mr.  Chairman.  That 
is  what  it  is. 

I  have  "Setting  the  Record  Straight — USDA  Reorganization — the 
Facts"  sheet  that  we  have  made  available  to  the  press.  I  don't 
mean  to  beat  a  dead  horse,  but  I  rather  enjoy  it.  And  on  March  11, 
when  we  had  the  hearing,  I  got  a  little  tired  of  the  same  stuff  that 
we  had  been  hearing,  as  the  chairman  has  indicated;  and  I  think 
the  record  speaks  for  itself 

So  that  is  the  part  that  I  wanted  to  make  part  of  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

I  have  two  rather  sensitive  questions  to  ask,  and  if  we  run  out 
of  time,  I  will  just  come  back. 

I  have  a  copy  of  a  letter  that  I  sent  along  with  Mr.  Smith,  Mr. 
Clinger,  and  Mr.  Thomas  to  the  Secretary  about  diversity  in  the 
Department.  And  in  that  letter  we  were  trying  to  address  an  anon- 
ymous fax  that  came  to  my  office.  And  it  was  complaining  about — 
in  language  that  I  don't  really  wish  to  repeat  here — the  candidate 
selections  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  And  it  basically 
concerned  a  complaint  that  there  was  some  ethnic  diversity  quotas 
at  the  Department. 

I  talked  to  the  Secretary  about  it.  It  was  sent  last — I  have  a  copy 
of  it  here — October  20. 

We  ask:  Is  the  attached  document  a  true  copy  of  the  original  doc- 
ument? Who  prepared  it?  The  document  provides  racial  and  gender 
designations  that  the  individuals  listed.  What  is  the  purpose  of  the 
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document?  To  whom  was  it  distributed?  What  procedures  are  in 
place,  et  cetera,  et  cetera. 

Well,  as  things  happen  in  this  town,  everybody  has  a  fax;  and  so 
it  ended  up  in  the  Washington  Times.  The  Washington  Times 
called  me,  and  I  said  the  following:  Yes,  the  USDA  should  reflect 
the  face  of  America  in  keeping  with  the  administration's  goal;  and 
probably  Mike  Espy  is  the  very  best  person  in  the  Congress,  for 
that  matter  in  Government,  to  achieve  that  goal;  and  he  is  working 
very  hard  to  achieve  it.  No,  we  should  not  have,  "racial  quotas  or 
diversity  quotas."  That  would  leave  important  positions  open  and 
then  also  get  us  into  the  fix  of  what  could  be  called  reverse  dis- 
crimination. 

Since  that  time,  my  office  has  been  the  repository  of,  I  guess, 
complaints  or  whistleblowers  from  the  Department.  It  is  not  a  task 
that  I  want.  It  is  not  the  job  that  I  want  by  any  means. 

And  so  I  would  ask  you,  sir,  if  you  could — I  have  a  copy  of  the 
fax  if  you  don't.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  letter.  And  Mr.  Smith,  and 
Mr.  Clinger,  and  others  would  like  to  have  a  response.  I  know  you 
will  be  forthcoming.  But  it  has  been  60  days,  and  we  need  a  re- 
sponse. 

On  SCS  matters,  I  have  received  quite  a  few  letters  from  con- 
cerned citizens  about  the  Department  reorganization;  and  almost 
all  of  it  has  been  on  the  subject  of  the  transfer  of  the  conservation 
cost-share  programs  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  what  you 
have  outlined  in  your  testimony  to  retain  it  as  a  separate  inde- 
pendent agency.  And  I  was  a  little  amazed  that  so  many  people 
had  so  many  specific  views  on  a  seemingly  arcane  portion  of  the 
Clinton  administration's  reinventing  Government  proposal. 

And  then  I  received  another  fax.  Grod  bless  the  fax  machine.  This 
transmission  which  consisted  of  a  memo  from  SCS  Congressional 
Liaison  to  SCS's  Chief  Staff  Division  Directors,  State  Conservation- 
ists, and  NTC  Directors  provided  six  pages  of  talking  points  of  the 
Secretary's  proposal. 

Also  attached  was  the  memo  on  a  sample  letter  along  with  ad- 
dresses of  Congressman  Stenholm  and  Senator  Leahy.  Aiid  I  think 
it  might  be  somewhat  out  of  the  ordinary,  it  seems  to  me,  for  folks 
in  the  administration  regardless  of  who  is  in  charge  to  utilize  civil 
servants  and  taxpayer  funds  to  orchestrate  lobbying  by  other  civil 
servants  on  behalf  of  the  administration.  Quite  frankly,  it  is  illegal. 
It  is  not  my  position  to  enter  into  a  turf  fight  tussle  and  be  the  ref- 
eree here,  and  I  understand  that  there  are  very  emotional  and 
strong  feelings  on  the  part  of  ASCS,  Farmers  Home,  and  FCIC,  and 
more  especially,  SCS;  and  I  want  to  protect  all  those  employees. 
And  I  want  them  to  do  the  job.  But  I  have  a  little  feeling  about 
that,  and  I  think  every  member  of  this  committee  has  received  a 
lot  of  letters  like  this.  It  is  not  necessary.  And  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, it  is  out  of  bounds. 

Would  you  care  to  respond? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Yes,  thank  you,  Mr.  Roberts.  On  your  first  issue, 
on  the  letter,  the  Secretary  is  preparing  a  response  to  your  letter 
and  you  will  get  that  shortly.  Aiid  on  the  second  issue,  yes,  we  are 
concerned  about  that.  I  would  ask  Mr.  Kelly  from  our  General 
Counsel's  office  to  comment  on  one  or  both  of  those  issues,  if  he 
would. 
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Mr.  Kelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Mr.  Roberts,  with  respect  to  the  letter  that  is  in  preparation  that 
you  will  get  shortly  from  the  Secretary  regarding  the  list  of  high 
level  appointees  and  the  diversity  that  is  reflected  by  those  ap- 
pointees, I  don't  know  personally  the  purpose  for  which  that  was 
prepared.  But  I  will  say  that  while  it  is  rare  to  see  such  a  docu- 
ment prepared  listing  appointees  at  that  level,  in  fact,  every  de- 
partment and  agency  in  the  Federal  Government  counts,  for  diver- 
sity recordation  and  accounting  purposes,  racial  and  gender  and 
national  origin  kind  of  data  for  all  of  its  employees.  And,  in  fact, 
we  are  required  to  do  so  by  the  EEOC. 

It  is  rare  to  see  that  with  regard  to  Presidential  appointees  and 
other  senior  personnel  where  the  data  on  that  is  fairly  obvious  on 
that.  But  there  is  no  law  that  prohibits  collection  of  that  kind  of 
data.  The  laws  prohibit  the  making  of  selections  for  Federal  ap- 
pointments on  the  basis  of  racial  or  gender  or  national  origin  or  age 
or  any  other  category  which  is  a  prohibited  category  for  that  pur- 
pose, but  the  law  does  not  require  maintaining  that  data  for  what- 
ever purpose. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Kelly,  I  appreciate  your  response,  and  I  don't 
mean  to  make  this  a  bigger  issue  than  it  probably  is,  but  I  would 
tell  you  when  you  look  at  African-American  male,  white  male,  Afri- 
can-American female,  Asian  female,  et  cetera,  right  along  with  the 
candidate  and  home  State,  I  can  tell  you,  sir,  that  had  the  previous 
administration  listed  this,  all  hell  would  have  broken  loose. 

Maybe  we  are  in  a  different  time  and  we  have  to  be  PC,  but  I 
am  worried  about  the  vacancies  and  I  am  worried  about  what  some 
are  providing  my  office  as  a  case  of  reverse  discrimination.  I  am 
not  alleging  that  by  any  means,  but  I  am  not  too  sure  that  this  per- 
sonal information  belongs  on  a  Department  of  Agriculture  can- 
didate selection  sheet.  That  is  my  concern. 

You  know,  let's  move  away  from  that.  If  you  could  address  the 
SCS  thing.  Although  I  am  out  of  time,  we  could  come  back  to  that. 
Mr.  Chairman,  would  you  like  for  him  to  respond  to  that? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Go  ahead  and  respond. 

Mr.  Kelly.  I  can  respond  to  that  briefly,  Mr.  Roberts.  There  is 
a  statute,  18  U.S.C.  1913,  which  prohibits  the  use  of  appropriated 
funds  for  lobbying  Members  of  Congress.  The  statute  is  broad  and 
read  plainly  on  its  face,  you  could  read  it,  that  the  executive  branch 
is  barred  from  communicating  its  position  on  pending  legislation  or 
other  matters  directly  to  the  Congress. 

Several  attorneys  general  in  a  row  have  interpreted  the  statute 
to  clearly  indicate  that  doesn't  mean  that.  That  the  executive 
branch  has  not  only  a  right,  but  a  responsibility  to  communicate 
directly  to  the  committees  of  the  Congress  and  to  the  Congress  as 
a  whole  its  position  on  any  pending  issue.  What  may  not  be  done 
is  that  appropriated  funds  may  not  be  used  by  officials  of  the  De- 
partment or  employees  at  any  level  directly  to  seek  to  accomplish 
lobbying  of  the  Congress  by  outside  parties. 

The  Secretary  has  made  it  clear  that  he  does  not  tolerate  that 
kind  of  activity.  We  don't  know,  I  believe,  who  prepared  the  letter, 
the  form  letter  which  the  addresses  of  Chairman  Stenholm  and 
Chairman  Leahy  as  suggested  recipients.  I  think  the  Secretary's  of- 
fice has  turned  that  letter  over  to  the  Office  of  Inspector  General 
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for  an  appropriate  investigation.  And  I  think  the  Secretary  has 
made  it  clear  that  that  kind  of  activity  with  appropriated  funds  is 
prohibited  by  law  and  may  not  be  engaged  in  by  USDA  employees. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  appreciate  that  response.  I  have  some  feeling  in 
regards  to  some  of  the  commentary  in  the  six-pager  that  we  all  re- 
ceived, more  especially:  The  USDA  used  to  be  the  Department  that 
regulated  pesticides.  Not  anymore.  This  is  now  run  by  the  EPA. 
Why?  Because  the  USDA  could  not  or  would  not  do  the  job. 

Yet,  one  department  within  the  Department  of  Agriculture  mak- 
ing statements  of  this  kind:  SCS  is  the  only  agency  that  had  the 
credibility  in  both  the  environmental  and  agriculture  camps.  This 
does  a  disservice  to  the  other  agencies  who,  I  think,  have  made 
some  progress. 

I  could  read  some  more.  I  am  not  going  to.  And  I  think  we  ought 
to  put  this  letter  in  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  not  very  happy 
with  it.  I  yield  to  whoever  has  the  question. 

[The  letter  follows:] 
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Tot  Chl«ft  Staff 

Dlviflon  Dlr«ctor« 
Stat*  Consorvattonlfftt 
NIC  Dlrtctort 


^^"TonSrTBtlonal  LUlaon  Offlct 

Subjacti  USOA  ReorganUatlon  -  October  18,  J99S 

Following  are  several  talking  polnta  regarding  the  creijclon 
of  a  National  Reiourcee  Conservation  Service.  Please  Use 
the  onee  you  f«el  aost  appropriate  In  order  to  support  jthe 
Secretary'*!  position.  | 

If  you  have  any  suggastlone  for  additional  Iterti,  pleas^e 
call  me  at  (2oJ)  725-2771. 

TKK  CASE  FOR  A  KATURAL  RESOURCES  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  ! 

♦We  are  seeing  Increasing  involvement  fro»  non-agricultural 
groups  and  Congresalonil  comalttees  on  a  broad  range  of 
agricultural  issues-partlcularly  the  environment. 

*As  we  enter  the  21st  century,  agriculture  faces     ' 
Increasingly  cocDplex  and  sensitive  envlrowaental  issued  ana 
the  future  will  oring  more  environmental  challenaes  -  not 
fewer.  The  Clean  Water  Act,  Endangered  Species  Aet«  S^fe 
Drinking  Water  Act*  Coastal  2one  Kanegenent  Act,  Section 
404  wetlands,  and  the  1995  Farm  Bill  will  lopact  all  land 
owners  and  users. 

*USDA  used  to  be  the  Department  that  regulated  pesticides. 
Kot  anynore.  This  Is  now  run  by  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  Why?  Because  It  was  perceived  that 
USDA  couldn't  or  wouldn't  do  the  Job.  Today*  wt  are  at  the 
same  crossroads  regarding  environmental  protection  on  ' 
America's  prlvete  Tends. 

*To  solve  agricultural  environmental  problems,  USOA  has  t 
collection  of  programs  spread  over  several  agencies  which 
have  evolved  over  a  period  of  60  years.  Each  program  has 
its  own  rules  and  its  own  conetltuencies. 

« 
*Kost  of  these  programs  are  operated  by  SCS  and  ASC8. J  This 
overlap  of  functions  results  in  inefficiency,  waste  or 
taxpayers  monies,  and  frustration  for  those  who  try  to'  use 
the  system. 

*Kore  Importantly,  th«  current  system  does  not  cone  c1ob« 
to  achieving  Its  potential  for  conservation  and 
environmental  protection.  . 
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*USDA   should  not  trantfor  on-farm  con»crv»tlon  and 
•  rtvlronoental  protection  to  any  othtr  Ftdaral  Daparttnaftt. 
To  prevent  that  from  happening  and  to  hava  credibility. wltn 
the  envlroniDtntal  community,   uSDA  nuit  maintain  a  vlaola 
and  highly  vUlbla  environmental  prasance. 

•Having  a  Natural  Resource  Conaervatloo  Service  would  alao 
help   the  Dep»rtment  In  the   larger  context  of  aetvlng  ALL  of 
rurali   non-agtlcultural  America,  not  Juat  those  who      • 
partlclpati  in  fam  pregraxne.  , 

*SCS   l«  about  the  only  agency  that  baa  credibility  In  both 
the   envlronoental   and  agricultural  camps.     8CS  often  «ervea 
as   a  broker  between  environmental  and  ag  interest.     ThU 
job  will  becoae  Increasingly  Important  In  the  future.  ; 

*A  recognition  of  SCS'i   increasing  environmental  role 'is 
the   recent  Clinton  Ado»lnlstratlon  wetlands  policy.     Under 
that  policy,  SC8  will   assume  new  responsibilities  for; 
delineating  wetlands  under   the   authority  of  the  Clean;Water 
Act.      It   is  extremely  unlikely  that  EPA  or  the  Corps  Would 
have  relinquished  these  duties  to  a  commodity- centered, 
politically  controlled  organization. 

*CombinlnR  technical  assistance  with  financial  asslst|ince 
will  enable  the  NRCS  to  solve  most  of  the  envlronmentel 
concerns  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

*If  USDA  does  not  have  an  environmental  agency  that  is 
recognised  as  such,   the  task  for  solving  ag'a  enviroraoental 
problems  could  well  go  to  another  department  and  becojne 
regulatory. 

WHAT  A  NRCS  DOES  FOR  AGRICULTURE  AND  THE  ENVIRONMENT  ; 

*The  proposed  consolidation  combined  with  the  new  Office  of 
Agricultural  Environmental  Quality,  sends  aa  important 
message  that  the  USDA  is  conraltted  to  protecting  our  j 
Hecions  natural  resources. 

•Underscores  USDA's  commitment  to  maintain  a  viable  and 
highly  visible  environmentel  agency. 

•Gains  credibility  for  USDA  with  both  the  public  and' 
environmental  coosaunlty* 

•A  NRCS  combines,    for  the   first   time,   both  financial -and 
technical  assistance  In  one  agency.     USDA  will  finally  have 
the  wherewithal   to  truly  focus  on  conservation  and 
environmental   needs.      Cost-share  payments  will  be  ba^ed  on 
conservation  needs,    not  commodity  program  requirements. 
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*A  NRCS  can  dlr«ct  technical   tttff  tnd  f ln»ncl»l  rtiourb«i 
to  «nvlronn)entAl  concern  arent  and  *o\vt  tn«  P'obltat 
voluntarlly-th«r«by  rtducing  th«  nead  for  additional 
re^^ulatory  control  over  faroart  and  rancharc. 

*By  kaaptng  a  saparatc  consarvatlon  agancy*  USDA  It  battar 
positioned  to  ba  attlKnad  additional  anvironaantal 
reBponslbilltles,  aucn  aa  tha  recent  watlandf  agreemtnt; 
under  which  SCS  will  maka  Section  604  wetland 
detemlnatlona. 

*A  NRCS  will   ifflprova  accountability  and  coordination  of 
llffllted  conservation  resource*  by  integrating  Pedaral 
cost'ihare  and  technical  assiatance  with  equivalent  state 

grograma.     A  result,  maximum  environmental  aaslatanca  will 
e  provldad  at  one  location. 

*Current  escloatef  are   that  adminlatratlve  coatt  will  be 
reduced  by  approximately  39  par  cent. 

*C08t-saving8  associated  with  a  NRCS  are   estimated  at    ; 
from  $3S  to  SO  million  annually. 

•Currently,  mora  than  60  percent  of  the  technical 
assistance  SCS  delivers   is  not  related  to  tha  Food  Seci^rity 
Act.     Here  is  breakdown  for  where  SCS  technical  assistance 
went  in  fiscal  year   1992:/ 

39.7  Food  security  Act  (compliance,   swaapbuster 
&  sodbuster) 

16.9  State  and  local  governments 

10.9  Kon-hlghly  erodible  cropland 

9.3  Kangeland  i 
9.0  Forest  land                                                       ; 

7.4  Rural  Communities 
2.9  Pastureland 

2.9  Other  Federal  Agencies 
1.2  Special   Use   Districts 

*SCS  has  several  program  authorities   that  do  not  coincide 
with  fern  commodity  prosrams  or  constituencies.     They    - 
include  watershed  planning  and  operation,    snow  surveys, 
lent  materials,   resource   inventories,   Resource 
onservation  and  Development,  and  river  basin  studies*  . 


I 

*SCS  has  extensive  partnerships  with  agcncUf  units  of; 
government  and  private  organieatlons,  which  have  no       j 
Interest  in  commodity  programs.     The  FSA's  primary 
partnership  Is   in  working  through  stat/county  committers 
Interested  in  direct  payments  to  farmers.  i 

^SCS  It  different  from  most   environmental    agencies   in  that 
It   is  an  action  agency  -   it  provides  on-alte  technical- 
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assistance  that  actutlly  iolvot  ©nvlronmefttal  probleosi 
Subsaolnf  5CS   Into  »n  «dffllnl«tr«tlv«,  i 

polltlctTly-controlUd  agency  such  «s  tM  FSA  will  tsverely 
daaagv  this  c«pabllity.  < 

*SCS  IS  flexible  to  addrsss  Katlontl  orlorlty  resource 
concarns  (wetland,  nonpolnt  water  quality,  sustalnabla 
agriculture)  while  the  FSA  It  limited  to  production  ; 
agriculture.  i 

*SC8   Is  a  leader  In  developing  environmental  technology  and 
an  information  network  to  help  solve  natural  resource  : 
related  environmental  probleioa.     The  FSA  Inforoatlon    ; 
systems   are   financial   to   Insure  producer*  receive  Federal 
payments.  i 

*6CS  is  actively  involved  In  the  arena  of  international 
conservation  which  helps  to  reduce  envlronoental       ,    '     . 
degradation  throughout  the  world.     The  FSA  deals  primarily 
with  domestic  agriculture  production  Issues.  . 

*rsA  funding  In  support  of  cotonodltles   could  be 
drastically  reduced   in  the  coning  year   as  we  move  to  a 
toarket-bssed  approach  to  agricultural  pricing,   thereby 
dramatically  diminishing  It's  purpose.      SCS  current 
programs  would  be  minimally  affected  by  elliolnatlnA 
commodity  activities,  exempt  In  conservation  eorapllanca  and 
swampbuster.  '< 

■^Currently.  SCS  Is  picking  up  additional  environisentai 
responsibilities.     An  example   is   the  recent  wetlands  ' 
agreement.      If  combined  In  a  FSA,    It   is  highly  unlikely 
that  USDA  would  b*  glvan  an   Increastns   role   In  ag 
environmental  issues.     Those  Jobs  would  go  elsewhere.: 

*SCS  represents  a  balanced  approach  to  resource 
conservation  and  management.     The  FSA  focus  is  on 
agricultural  production. 

*USDA  gains  enhanced  ability  to  provide  batter  service  to 
minority  and  limited  resource  clients.    Including  Indian 
nations. 

*A  KRCS  fits  m  with  the  USDA  service  Center  concept  chat 
would  house  the  agencies  together-one  roof,  not  one  agency. 

WHAT  A  N8C8  DOES  FOR  FARMERS 

^Reduces  duplication  and  considerable   Inter-agency 
paperwork-Only  one  agency  will  be   involved  Id  policy  making 
and  program  administration.  I 
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•iBprovef  efficiency  -  Fifteen  •^Pjratt  nanuali  jnd 
hin§book«  have  •Irtady  b««n  l<l«ntUled  that  cjn  bj  , 

•  llrolnated  or  combined  Into  one  document.  .P;".^^?"}^,?** 
longer  be  a  need  for  ASCS  spot  checVln«.     Thefe  are  Juat 
the   etart. 

•More  farmer  frl.ndly^-  The  HKCS  vlU  '^^P^^y  gj?j*"jj 
and  reduce  confusion  for  partlclpanta .  For  exaapl*.  tJif 
number  of  tteoi  a  fartoer  hat  to  |o  th'^^^t.^*  «?*  *§v!,.i 
share  under  AC?  can  be  cut  In  half ,  froo  14  to  J/^  J»^«'f 
would  be  only  ONE  algn-up  form.  Under  an  HRCS  ther«  : 
would  be  no  oore  carrying  papera  back  and  forth  between 
agenclea. 

*Provldaa  "one-»top"   shopping  for  conservation. 

♦Increases  program  ©f fectlvenesa-Flnanclal  proftraroa  could 
be   linked  to  provide   landowners  with  an  Incentive  to  adopt 
a   longer  term  "system"  approach  to  °i««*;^"f.  ^?r'2'.'^tJ%i 
needs.     A$  the  system  approach  gains  credibility,   it  wljl 
help  eliminate  the  calls  for  regulation  and  the  charges 
that  agriculture  shares  Its  environmental  responsibility. 

•Financial   Incentives  would  be  more  effectively  targeted. 

*Farn>eri  would  have   environmental  protection  that   respected 
economic  viability. 

•Formers  would  have  access  to  a  full  range  of  technical 
specialist  needed  to  solve  conservation  problens  and  woyld 
benefit  from  having  a  totally  integrated  approach  to  de^l 
with  their  problems. 

•Assures  continuation  of  local   input  and  guidance  on 
Fodaral  conservation  programs  through  the  working 
relationship  with  conservation  and  natural  rasourea         j 
districts* 

*Relps  maintain  a  voluntary  approach  to  Federal 
«nvlronmental  protection  prograas.  I 

VHY  SCS  SHOULD  NOT  BB   IN  A  FARM  SERVICE  ACeNCY 

*SCS  is  a  technical  natural  resource  agency  that  works  with 
farmers,  ranchers,  urban  people,   stata-feder«l«local  units 
of  government,   regardless  of  whether  or  not  they  are        > 
enrolled  in  coiunocitty  programs.      Exaxoples   include i     CZMA, 
urban  storm  water  and  sedimentation,  water  quality  problems 
in  esyuarles,  Gulf  of  Mexico  Program,   and  non'polnt 
source  pollution.     The  F9A  is  prlBarily  an  administrative 
agency  dealing  with  only  fanners  and  ranchers. 


783 


♦60S   i«  tht  prlnj»ry  lource  to  deliver  technical 
ai«l8tftnc«  tnrough  conitrvaitlon  dlstrlcta  undtr  » 
Meroorftndun  of  Un3er«tondlng.     Conservation  district*  «r* 
lociklly-rvn  and  loc*Uy-el«cted  entitles  of  state 
gov«rnoont  whose  oaiDbert  sarva  without  pay. 

*8CS  has  earoer  Federal  eaployaes  with  most  having  colVsge 
degrees  In  aavlroniaental  and  agricultural   subjects. 
Currently,  the  tnajorlty  of  ASCS  employses  are  non-earaar 
and  locally  hired. 

*&C8  has  a  taehnleal  delivery  system  geared  to  natural ■ 

resource  management j   technical  guides i  refertnceii 
standards,  specifications  and  resource  Inventories. 

BOTTOM  LINE 

*The  status-quo  will  not  suffice. 

*It  malces  sense  to  place  both  technical  and  financial  ' 
assistance  In  the  saas  agency. 

*The  arguaents  for  placing  SCS  in  the  FSA  are  parochial  and 
self-sarving  -  "We've  always  done  It  this  way.^ 

*Thls  itrearollning  will  result  in  Improved  and  simplified 
service  for  the  farraeri  iocreased  conservation  and 
environmental  protection  for  our  natural  resources,  and  in 
savings  to  the  taxpayers. 

*You  cannot  combine  a  technical  environmental  agency  with 
en  aftsncy  that  disburses  billions  of  dollars  In  crop  - 
subsidies.  The  missions  are  too  different.  Tht  sheer  size 
of  the  conxDodity  prograns  slone  will  rapidly  relegate  ' 
environoental  activities  to  second  class  ecatus. 

*You  cannot  combine  e  professional  career  envlronoentisl 
agenoy  with  a  politically  controlled  agency.  USPA  needs 
credibility  on  environmental  issues  and  it  won't  get  it 
frota  e  Fans  Service  Agency. 
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October  22.  1993 


Th«  Honorable 


Dear 


I  support  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture'*  propoael  to  , 
etrearaline  USDA  to  provide  better  service*  to  It  s  clients 
and  to  a«ke  It  pore  farmer  and  customer  friendly. 
Consolidating  conservation  programs  Into  the  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Service  would  make  it  more  efficient 
and  effective.   I  would  however,  oppose  any  attempt  to 
place  the  duties  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  into  the 
proposed  Farm  Service  Agency. 

The  public  views  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  aa  an  agency 
that  handles  only  soil  related  Issues  (as  the  name 
Implies).  The  natoe  change  to  Natural  Resource  Conservation 
Service  would  better  Identify  to  the  customer  where 
asalstancs  may  be  obtained  for  soil,  water,  plants*  tfid 
other  natural  resources)  and  takes  Into  account  all   ' 
constituent  sectors  needing  valuable  Information  and 
assistance, 

Sincerely, 


Addressesi 

The  Honorable  Charles  Stenholm 

Chair 

Subcommittee  on  Department  Operations 

and  Kutrltlon 
1211  Ungworth  Boulsvard 
Washington,  DC 

The  Honarablt  Partlck  J.   Leahy 

Chair 

Senate  Agriculture  Nutrition  and 

Forestry  Comoilttee 
United  States   Senate 
Washington,   DC  20510-4502 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Barlow. 

Mr.  Barlow.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  would  like  to  get  some  assurance,  if  you  all  could 
give  it  to  us  at  this  point,  that  employees  who  have  served  the  De- 
partment for  years,  served  the  American  people  for  years,  and  went 
into  the  workforce  under — with  prior  understandings  as  to  length 
of  service  before  retirement,  that  the  Department  will  stand  by 
those  assurances  that  were  given  them  back  at  that  time.  Particu- 
larly with  regard  to  retirement  ages,  can  you  give  me  any  bearing 
on  that? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Well,  the  Department  doesn't  have  any  plans  to 
do  anything  different  in  the  way  of  treating  employees  than  the 
rest  of  the  Government  departments  or  agencies.  So,  Steve,  do  you 
have  any  additional  comments  on  that? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  To  my  knowledge,  there  is  nothing  in  our  plan- 
ning that  would  change  any  of  those  rules  with  respect  to  our  em- 
ployees. It  would  all  be  done  as  it  has  been  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Barlow.  And  if  you  made  any  changes,  would  it  only  apply 
to  new  employees  coming  on  and  not  to  employees  in  prior  years 
with  prior  years'  service  and  the  understandings  that  went  along 
with  their  being  hired  and  being  employees  under  those  prior  ar- 
rangements? Can  you  give  me  that  assurance  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  I  am  trying  to  understand.  You  see,  I  am  not  so 
sure  that  the  Department  has  much  say  over  the  rules  that  govern 
retirement.  There  are  some  govemmentwide  proposals  being  made 
for  early  buyouts  and  those  sorts  of  things  and  we  ultimately  would 
have  to  live  by  whatever  rules  the  Congress  passes  on  a  govem- 
mentwide basis.  But  there  is  no  planning  that  I  am  aware  of  with- 
in the  Department  that  would  change  the  status  of  employees  or 
change  their  retirement  or  to  do  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Barlow.  So  in  terms  of  what  our  employees  out  in  the  field 
are  looking  at,  any  changes  that  are  going  to  be  taking  place  are 
going  to  be  effected  through  perhaps  normal  attrition  and  vol- 
untary separation;  is  that  true? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  The  guiding  policy  in  the  reorganization  is  to 
achieve  personnel  reductions  through  attrition  and  voluntary  de- 
parture. I  don't  want  to  sit  here  and  guarantee  that  there  would 
never  be  anything  else,  but  it  is  not  what  we  are  planning.  We  are 
trying  to  get  there  through  attrition  and  early  outs  and  those  sorts 
of  things. 

Mr.  Barlow.  Thank  you.  And  the  second  question  I  would  like 
to  bring  up  for  your  consideration,  and  maybe  not  definitive  answer 
at  this  point,  but  there  has  been  frustration  over  the  years  that  the 
U.S.  Forest  Service  has  not  paid  particularly  aggressive  attention 
to  production  forestry  in  private  timberlands,  small,  private,  wood- 
lot.  State  areas,  areas  of  States  where  private  ownerships  predomi- 
nate. And  it  would  seem  to  me  that  either  the  Forest  Service  has 
to  put  up  or  disappear  with  regards  to  private  forestry  in  coming 
years.  And  what  plans  do  you  have  at  this  point  to  make  the  Forest 
Service  do  more  about  production  forestry  on  private  lands  or  per- 
haps help  us  save  some  money  here  and  disappear  from  the  equa- 
tion? Can  you  share  any  thoughts  on  that? 

Mr.  Dewhurst.  The  Forest  Service  is,  of  course,  the  largest  em- 
ploying agency  in  the  Department.  And  they  are  included  in  the 
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Secretary's  streamlining  plan  for  the  Department.  In  fact,  in  the 
data  that  we  delivered  to  the  committee  yesterday,  we  show,  agen- 
cy by  agency,  where  the  reductions  would  take  place  and  you  will 
find  the  Forest  Service  on  every  one  of  those  lists.  So  they  are  part 
of  the  streamlining  effort.  With  respect  to  the  question  of  the  pro- 
gram emphasis  in  the  Forest  Service,  I  know  the  Assistant  Sec- 
retary, Mr.  Lyons,  has  a  general  review  going  of  the  organization 
and  management  of  the  Forest  Service  and  its  priorities,  but  I  do 
not  believe  that  I  know  the  outcome  of  that  and  I  wouldn't  want 
to  tell  you  that  I  do.  It  is  under  review. 

Mr.  Barlow.  Could  you  ask  the  people  who  are  doing  the  think- 
ing on  this  perhaps  to  give  us  more  information  for  the  committee 
as  to  what  they  see  the  Forest  Service  doing  to  get  greater  output 
from  private  timberland  areas  in  the  Nation;  what  structures  and 
what  frameworks  they  perceive  themselves  being  engaged  in,  be- 
cause they  have  done  a  very  poor  job  in  the  past,  in  my  estimation, 
and  the  estimation  of  a  lot  of  people. 

Let  me  ask  one  other  question,  and  this  is  very  important.  There 
are  people  across  the  Nation,  especially  in  rural  areas,  who  know 
the  needs  for  tightening  up  our  Government's  spending  and  getting 
our  Federal  deficit  down.  What  they  are  very  concerned  about  and 
deeply  worried  about  and,  in  fact,  getting  a  little  angry  about  are 
reports  that  are  circulating  out  there  that  as  these  consolidations 
might  take  place  in  offices  and  counties  across  county  lines  that 
more  money  is  going  to  be  spent,  new  buildings  are  going  to  be 
built,  new  furniture  is  going  to  be  bought,  new  carpeting  is  going 
to  be  put  in,  new  equipment  and  new  computers  and  so  forth  are 
going  to  be  purchased  and  we  end  up  seeing  a  big  bill  coming  up 
very  quickly,  much  larger  than  if  we  had  gone  on  with  business  as 
it  is  now. 

Can  you  give  us  any  assurances  or  hard  and  fast  rules  that  you 
are  all  laying  out  for  this? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  have  some  budget  targets  that  we  are  sched- 
uled to  meet  and  those  require  some  savings  in  this  consolidation 
and  we  intend  to  achieve  those  savings  in  part  through  this  consoli- 
dation. So  it  is  true  that  there  are  some  front-end  costs  and  that 
we  are  talking  about  upgrading  our  communications  systems  or 
data  bases  and  computer  systems  in  these  new  offices,  so  there  are 
some  start-up  costs  there.  But  these  are  intended  and  will  be  sav- 
ings in  these  consolidations. 

Mr.  Barlow.  Just  one  last  question,  and  I  am  not  asking  for  an 
answer  here,  but  I  have  had  a  number  of  letters  from  my  district, 
31  counties  in  my  district,  where  the  USDA  has  taken  out  new 
leases  on  new  space  in  the  past  couple  of  years  and  paid  consider- 
ably more  than  the  leases  that  they  came  out  of.  And,  in  fact,  in 
choosing  the  new  leases  and  the  new  monthly  rental  structures, 
walked  right  by  competing  bids  that  were  significantly  lower  for 
the  space. 

I  would  ask  that  perhaps  you  all  might  consider  reporting  to  the 
committee  on  a  regular  basis  the  savings  you  are  achieving  and 
justify  specifically  if  there  is  a  need  for  more  spending  such  as  for 
these  new  networks  that  you  are  talking  about.  New  networks,  I 
agree,  will  help.  There  is  a  lot  of  time  spent  on  the  road  going  back 
and  forth  to  meetings  that  might  be  better  served — people  might  be 
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better  served  if  we  had  two-way  video  and  things  like  that.  But 
let's  justify  it  for  the  sake  of  the  American  people,  because  we  are 
in  a  period  where  people  are  very  angry  about  what  they  see  going 
on.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Kingston. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Why  is  the  Depart- 
ment expanding  the  size  of  the  county  area  committee  for  the  FSA 
from  three  to  five  members?  And  how  are  those  two  members  going 
to  be  appointed?  What  is  the  mechanism  on  that? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  What  we  are  doing  in  the  Farm  Service  Agency 
is  putting  two  committees  together.  We  have  now  the  county  ASCS 
committees  and  we  have  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  local 
committees  and  at  the  present  time  those  are  each  composed  of 
three  members.  So  when  we  put  those  together  we  are  going  from 
six  members  down  to  five  members.  And  we  would  continue  the 
three  members  elected  and  that  is  the  way  the  ASCS  committees 
are  now. 

Currently,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  committees  are  ap- 
pointed. One  is  appointed  and  two  are  elected.  We  would  like  to 
continue  the  appointing  part  of  that  and  those  would  be  Secretary's 
appointments  that  would  be  added  to  that  committee. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Are  those  going  to  be  political  appointees,  then, 
with  the  Secretary  having  the  power  to  make  the  appointment? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  The  Secretary  will  have  the  power  to  make  the 
appointment  so  those  would  be  similar  to  what  is  done  with  the 
State  committees  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Which  would  be  basically  political  appointments. 
What  about  farmers;  if  the  Secretary  wants  to  appoint  somebody 
who  was  just  a  political  supporter  and  friend  with  no  necessary 
knowledge  of  it,  is  that  not  possible? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  It  may  be  possible,  but  what  we  are  intending 
here  is  that  we  have  the  election  of  three  of  the  committee  mem- 
bers and  then  the  Secretary  would  have  the  ability  to  balance  the 
committee  either  geographically  or  because  of  needed  expertise  on 
the  committee.  That  is  the  way  we  would  envision  the  Secretary 
would  use  those  appointed  positions. 

Mr.  Kingston.  But  there  is  no  requirement  that  those  appoint- 
ments be  farmers? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  I  think  in  the  legislation — it  says  that  they  can 
be  people  who  have  financial  experience  or  legal  experience  so  that 
they  could  add  something,  because  this  committee  will  be  handling 
Farmers  Home  Administration  farm  loans  in  addition  to  the  farm 
programs. 

Mr.  Kingston.  Should  we  build  into  H.R.  3141  criteria  that 
someone  be  a  farmer  or  someone  have  the  financial  expertise  to 
guarantee  that  we  are  getting  people  who  are  really  interested  in 
saving  money  and  doing  a  better  job  for  the  constituents  rather 
than  a  political  payoff? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  I  think  we  would  have  no  objection  to  criteria 
that  would  say  that  these  people  would  either  be  farmers  and 
ranchers  or  have  knowledge  in  areas  that  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  management  of  the  programs  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
that  committee. 
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Mr.  Kingston.  Also,  I  wanted  to  mention  what  Chairman  de  la 
Garza  said  about  making  sure  that  the  other  agencies  cut  and 
bleed  as  much  as  USDA  is.  One  of  the  things  that  I  have  seen  as 
a  Member,  and  we  saw  it  on  the  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  where 
we  increased  food  stamps  on  top  of  an  already  built-in  increase  for 
food  stamps  and  then  we  went  back  and  got  about  $3  billion  off  the 
American  farmers  and  said  you've  got  to  do  your  part  to  balance 
the  budget,  but  food  stamps  were  going  up  $15  billion. 

Back  home  I  don't  know  any  millionaire  farmers.  I  don't  know 
any  who  are  doing  great  right  now.  They  are  struggling  against  ev- 
erything. And  it  used  to  be  all  they  had  to  worry  about  was  the 
weather  and  now  the  Government  is  making  the  weather  look  de- 
pendable. 

What  I  am  concerned  about  is  that  we  had  a  round  of  cuts  last 
year.  When  is  this  going  to  end  for  the  farmers?  And  particularly, 
as  has  been  said  also  by  other  members  of  this  committee,  that 
farmers  have  given  and  they  are  not  the  problem  with  the  budget, 
yet  they  are  willing  to  contribute,  but  they  are  not  the  big  problem 
with  the  U.S.  deficit. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  are  making  those  same  arguments  right  now 
with  OMB  and  will  be  here  making  those  same  arguments,  I  guess, 
when  our  budget  is  before  this  Congress.  We  certainly  agree  with 
you  that  the  farmers  and  ranchers  of  this  country  have  done  their 
share  and  perhaps  more  than  their  fair  share  in  the  last  few  years 
and  we  want  everyone  to  know  that  and  we  want  to  continue  to 
say  that  everybody  else  needs  to  do  their  share  as  well. 
Mr.  Kingston.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rominger. 
Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Bishop. 

Mr.  Bishop.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Let  me  just  take  a  mo- 
ment to  comment  on  one  of  the  questions  raised  by  my  distin- 
guished colleague,  Mr.  Roberts,  with  regard  to  diversity.  I  person- 
ally would  like  to  commend  the  Secretary  for  the  stand  he  has 
taken  and  the  leadership  he  has  shown  with  regard  to  equal  em- 
ployment opportunity,  with  regard  to  compliance  with  all  of  the  fair 
employment  practice  laws  and  with  the  very  clearly  expressed  pol- 
icy from  the  agency  from  the  top  down,  that  cultural  diversity 
should  be  a  fact  of  life  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  And  for 
that  I  am  very  appreciative  as  are  many  other  people  across  the 
country. 

I  can  imagine  that  with  the  way  things  have  historically  gone  in 
this  country,  some  of  the  complaints  and  anonymous  letters  and 
faxes,  Mr.  Roberts,  would  perhaps  be  a  result  of  those  individuals 
who  suffer  from  what  I  call  inertia;  that  is  resistance  to  change. 
And  I  think  at  this  point  we  probably  should  salute  the  Secretary 
for  the  exemplary  leadership  he  has  shown  in  moving  forward  and 
achieving  cultural  diversity. 

With  regard  to  my  specific  question,  though,  on  reorganization, 
I  am  really  somewhat  concerned  about  the  collocation  in  our  county 
offices.  You  indicate,  and  we  know  that  you  will  be  reducing  some 
3,700  offices  down  to  2,500.  Under  one  of  the  original  proposals 
that  came  out  by  the  previous  administration,  my  State  of  Georgia 
was  going  to  suffer  tremendously  in  terms  of  the  losses. 

The  farm  service  organizations  and  the  interested  parties  in  our 
State  got  together  early  this  year  and  met  to  really  try  to  come  to- 
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gether  and  arrive  at  a  consensus  of  how  best  farmers  and  people 
who  receive  the  services  of  the  USDA  could  receive  those  services, 
and  at  the  same  time  accomplish  the  economies  and  efficiencies 
that  we  are  seeking. 

How  much  input  or  how  much  opportunity  or  how  much  consid- 
eration is  going  to  be  given,  particularly  when  you  start  collocating 
offices  and  merging  function  services  in  particular  offices — to  the 
inconvenience  of  travel  from  one  place  to  another,  one  county  to  an- 
other, for  the  various  services,  and  how  much  consideration  will 
you  give  to  those  recommendations  that  the  local  folks  have  made? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Yes,  we  are  taking  those  things  into  consider- 
ation. And  as  you  know,  the  recommendations  that  the  previous 
administration  left,  we  have  gone  back  to  the  States  and  asked 
them  to  take  a  look  at  those  and  to  make  modifications  to  the  ob- 
jectives that  Mr.  Espy  is  trying  to  achieve  in  this  program  and  we 
specifically  said  we  want  to  take  a  look  at  the  inconvenience  to 
farmers;  how  can  we  achieve  these  savings  and  still  be  able  to  pro- 
vide the  service?  So  each  of  the  States,  State  directors,  have  gone 
back  and  gone  over  those.  And  it  probably  varies  from  State  to 
State  on  how  much  they  have  involved  people  in  your  State  and 
making  those  recommendations,  but  as  Secretary  Espy  has  indi- 
cated, before  any  of  those  offices  are  collocated  or  moved,  he  is 
going  to  come  and  talk  to  each  of  the  committee  members  about 
their  concerns,  if  there  are  concerns,  in  your  State. 

But  there  are  States  that  have  a  lot  of  offices  and  there  are  other 
States  that  have,  over  the  past  years,  have  already  consolidated 
and  have  fewer  offices.  So  it  isn't  going  to  be  uniform  across  the 
country  when  we  look  at  how  we  can  achieve  some  of  these  savings. 
But  we  certainly  will  work  with  you  and  your  colleagues  when 
these  decisions  are  made. 

Mr.  Bishop.  I  have  had  a  lot  of  correspondence,  a  lot  of  questions 
in  my  local  meetings,  particularly  with  farm  groups  and  individual 
farmers  about  what  impact  they  will  actually  feel  once  reorganiza- 
tion is  put  into  place  and  once  the  collocations  of  SCS  and  ASCS 
offiices  become  a  reality,  how  is  that  going  to  really  impact  them 
in  terms  of  the  services  that  they  receive  and  the  services  that  they 
need? 

Is  it  going  to  cause  their  fuel  bills  to  increase  because  they  have 
to  do  so  much  more  repetitive  travel  to  secure  necessary  informa- 
tion or  to  file  necessary  papers?  And  they  are  concerned  about  that. 
And  I  hope  that  through  the  recommendations  that  have  been 
made  by  our  local  folks  in  the  State  of  Greorgia,  that  those  consider- 
ations will  be  taken  into  account,  and  that  at  least  some  form  of 
public  hearing  will  be  allowed  so  that  the  folks  down  on  the  ground 
can  really  understand  and  have  input  into  how  best  those  services 
can  be  delivered  from  their  perspective. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Our  aim  is  to  provide  better  services  and  in  some 
of  those  cases  where  a  farmer  has  to  travel  a  few  more  miles,  we 
will  know  that  he  will  have  to  make  fewer  trips  because  it  is  going 
to  be  all  of  the  answers  in  one  place  and  simplified  procedures.  So 
we  think  that  they  will  find  better  service  under  the  reorganiza- 
tion. 

Mr.  Bishop.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Rominger. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  At  this  point  in  the  record  I  would  Hke  to  submit 
some  questions  for  the  record  from  our  colleague,  Earl  Pomeroy, 
concerning  FCIC.  For  all  of  the  questions  that  we  will  be  submit- 
ting, I  would  appreciate  very  much  an  expeditious  handling  of  the 
questions  not  only  for  the  record,  but  more  importantly  for  us  to 
use  in  our  series  of  field  hearings.  We  are  going  to  Mr.  Bishop's 
State  and  very  close  to  your  district,  as  I  understand,  where  we  are 
going  to  be  seeking  the  input  of  local  individuals. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Questions  from  Congressman  Earl  Pomeroy 

of  Deputy  Secretary  Rominger 

Department  Operations  and  Nutrition  Subcommittee 

December  8,  1993 

Over  the  last  few  years,  the  Federal  Croplnsurance  Corporation 
has  developed  a  unique  relationship  with  the  private  insurance 
sector.   Because  the  data  systems  of  both  FCIC  and  the  private 
sector  had  to  be  integrated  to  ensure  accurate  information,  some 
people  fear  that  USDA  reorganization  could  disrupt  the 
relationship  between  the  FCIC  and  the  private  sector,  which  would 
be  detrimental  to  the  farmer  and  taxpayers. 

With  this  as  background,  I  am  curious  as  to  how  the  new 
reorganization  plan  will  affect  farmers,  the  taxpayer,  FCIC,  and 
the  private  insurance  sector. 

Mr.  Romminger,  we  know  the  Administration  wants  to  combine  the 
administrative  functions  of  various  agencies  into  one 
adminstrative  function.   The  FCIC  divisions  that  are  included 
within  the  new  administrative  function  will  determine  how  farmers 
are  serviced  by  the  insurance  agents  and  the  companies  for  which 
agents  write  policies. 

Could  you  tell  us  what  FCIC  divisions  will  be  transferred  to 
the  Administrative  function  and  how  that  will  affect  service 
to  the  farmer? 

Will  the  FCIC  Manager  have  full  authority  --  as  it  exists 
granted  under  the  FCIC  Act  --to  make  necessary  and 
appropriate  program  decisions  for  the  good  of  the  program? 

If  the  FCIC  is  split  into  two  functions  so  that  the  program 
accounting,  automation  and  personnel  decisions  are  made  by  a 
division  head  over  the  new  Administrative  function  rather 
than  the  FCIC  Manager,  how  will  the  program  be  affected? 

In  the  past,  industry  computer  programming  requirements  have 
been  defined  by  the  FCIC  manager.   Where  will  that 
responsibility  lie  --  with  the  FCIC  Manager  or  the 
Administrative  division? 

If  the  FCIC  program  managers  and  data  processing  personnel 
report  to  the  Administrative  runction,  who  will  resolve 
conflicts  with  the  private  insurance  sector? 

If  FCIC  is  folded  into  the  Farm  Services  Agency,  who  will  be 
responsible  for  the  requirements  imposed  on  FCIC  by  the 
Standard  Reinsurance  Agreement? 
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Over  the  last  few  years,  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  has  developed  a 
unique  relationship  with  the  private  insurance  sector.   Because  the  data  systems  of 
both  FCIC  and  the  private  sector  has  to  be  integrated  to  ensure  accurate  information, 
some  people  fear  that  USDA  reorganization  could  disrupt  the  relationship  between  the 
FCIC  and  the  private  sector,  which  would  be  detrimental  to  the  farmer  and  taxpayers. 

With  this  as  background,  I  am  curious  as  to  how  the  new  reorganization  plan  will 
affect  farmers,  the  taxpayer,  FCIC,  and  the  private  insurance  sector. 

Mr.  Rominger,  we  know  the  Administration  wants  to  combine  the  administrative 
functions  of  various  agencies  into  one  administrative  function.  The  FCIC  divisions  that 
are  included  within  the  new  administrative  function  will  determine  how  farmers  are 
serviced  by  the  insurance  agents  and  the  companies  for  which  agents  write  policies. 


Question  1:  Could  you  tell  us  what  FCIC  divisions  will  be  transferred  to  the 

administrative  function  and  how  that  will  affect  service  to  the  farmer? 

Answer:        Currently  we  plan  to  include  all  or  part  of  the  following  FCIC  divisions 
within   consolidated  Farm  Service  Agency  (FSA)  management  units: 
Management  Services,  Personnel,  Budget,  Information  Resource 
Management,  and  Automation  Divisions.   FCIC's  Controller  Division  and 
Internal  Controls  Staff  would  be  included  in  FSA's  Financial  Management 
Division,  and  a  part  of  FCIC's  Appeals  and  Litigation  Staff  would  be 
transferred  to  the  National  Appeals  Staff. 

None  of  the  functions  directly  related  to  servicing  farmers  would  be 
transferred.   Rather,  they  would  remain  under  the  Deputy  Administrator 
for  Risk  Management.   These  functions  include  virtually  all  of  the  work 
now  done  by  FCIC  relating  to  research,  underwriting,  actuarial, 
evaluation,  delivery,  marketing,  claims  adjustment,  and  compliance. 
FCIC's  regional  offices  also  remain  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Deputy 
Administrator. 


While  service  to  farmers  would  not  be  affected  directly,  we  do  expect 
that  the  reorganization  will  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  quality  of 
service  provided. 

Question  2:  Will  the  FCIC  Manager  have  full  authority  --  as  it  exists  granted  under 
the  FCIC  Act  --  to  make  necessary  and  appropriate  program  decisions 
for  the  good  of  the  program? 
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Answer:        The  authority  you  refer  to  would  rest  with  the  Deputy  Administrator  for 
Risk  Management. 

Question  3:    if  the  FCIC  is  split  into  two  functions  so  that  the  program  accounting, 

automation  and  personnel  decisions  are  by  a  division  head  over  the  new 
administrative  function  rather  than  the  FCIC  Manager,  how  will  the 
program  be  affected? 

Answer:        Your  question  is  relevant  to  a  number  of  similar  arrangements  for 
consolidation  of  administrative  functions  that  are  included  in  our 
reorganization  proposal.   The  Department  recognizes  the  concern  about 
the  performance  of  administrative  units  not  directly  responsible  to  a 
program  manger.   Such  arrangements  have  been  successful  in  the  past. 
However,  to  provide  added  assurance  that  the  consolidated 
administrative  units  included  in  the  reorganization  will  be  responsive,  the 
Department  proposed  to  establish  management  boards  that  would 
function  like  a  corporate  board  of  directors.   Program  managers  receiving 
services  from  a  consolidated  administrate  unit  would  be  included  on 
these  boards,  which  would  give  them  a  hand  in  seeing  the  unit  is 
response. 

Question  4:    In  the  past,  industry  computer  programming  requirements  have  been 

defined  by  the  FCIC  manager.   Where  will  the  responsibility  lie  --  with  the 
FCIC  Manager  or  the  administrative  division? 

Answer:        Computer  systems  must  be  designed  to  support  program  managers, 
who,  in  turn,  must  have  a  say  in  defining  the  requirements  for  such 
systems.   Under  the  reorganization,  the  Deputy  Administrator  for  Risk 
Management  would  have  essentially  the  same  responsibility  in  this 
regard  as  the  FCIC  Manager.  Some  information  support  would  be 
provided  by  administrative  divisions  that  do  not  report  to  the  Deputy 
Administrator.   These  divisions  would  be  expected  to  be  responsive  to 
the  Deputy  Administrator.   If  necessary,  the  management  board  would 
ensure  that  result. 

Question  5:  If  the  FCIC  program  manages  and  data  processing  personnel  report  to 
the  administrative  function,  who  will  resolve  conflicts  with  the  private 
insurance  sector? 

Answer:        The  Deputy  Administrator  for  Risk  Management  will  be  responsible  for 
working  with  the  private  insurance  sector  on  all  matters  relating  to  the 
crop  insurance  program,  including  the  resolution  of  any  conflicts  that  may 
arise. 
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Question  6:    If  FCIC  folded  into  the  Farm  Services  Agency,  who  will  be  responsive 
for  requirements  imposed  on  FCIC  by  the  Standard  Reinsurance 
Agreement? 


Answer:        Again,  it  will  be  the  Deputy  Administrator  for  Risk  Management  who  will 
be  responsible  for  working  with  the  private  insurance  sector  on  all 
matters  relating  to  the  crop  insurance  program,  including  those 
incorporated  in  the  Standard  Reinsurance  Agreement. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Along  that  line,  I  appreciated  your  response  to 
Mr.  Roberts'  statement  concerning  alleged  SCS  lobbying  in  the  let- 
ter that  succeeded  in  getting  me  over  1,000  responses,  which  was 
very  effective  in  tying  up  the  computers  of  the  House  Agriculture 
Committee.  That  part  I  encourage.  I  like  to  see  people  getting  in- 
volved. But  it  bothers  me  when  I  read  the  text  of  the  letter,  and 
I  believe  you  have  already  stated  that  it  kind  of  bothers  you,  too. 
And  you  are  looking  into  it,  and  we  would  really  like  to  know  who 
did  it,  because  it  bordered  on  a  little  impropriety  and  certainly  was 
not  helpful  to  the  endeavor.  It  therefore  has  now  created  somewhat 
of  a  problem  for  this  subcommittee  as  we  go  into  field  hearings. 

Because  I  understand  that  political  appointees  are  to  support  the 
team,  and,  therefore,  if  you  have  testimony  it  will  be  very  difficult 
to  have  testimony  that  differs  with  the  administration's  position,  if 
witnesses  are  "team  members":  ASCS  appointed,  FmHA  appointed, 
et  cetera.  And  I  am  a  little  bit  disturbed,  and  I  am  not  sure  what 
we  can  do  about  it  now. 

We  can't  undo  what  has  been  done.  But  I  am  going  to  be  looking 
at  ways  that  we  can  seek  additional  input  beyond  that  of  the  politi- 
cal appointees.  And  one  concern  I  am  specifically  referring  to  re- 
gards instructions  now  going  to  other  agency  employees  saying  we 
don't  want  to  hear  differences  of  opinion  from  you  regarding  the 
Secretary's  proposal. 

Now,  I  am  going  to  assume  that  such  instructions  are  not  going 
out.  I  am  going  to  assume,  again,  that  is  hearsay.  But  it  is  bother- 
some because  it  tends  to  lock  into  concrete  various  positions,  and 
it  makes  it  more  difficult  for  us  to  achieve  the  kind  of  input  you 
and  I  would  like  to  see — ^because  you  have  already  acknowledged, 
and  I  certainly  acknowledge,  that  with  regard  to  the  bill  that  you 
have  introduced  and  the  clarifications  you  have  made,  we  still  are 
not  exactly  where  we  want  to  be.  We  have  a  lot  of  work  ahead  of 
us  before  we  get  the  final  product. 

Therefore,  this  concern  is  somewhat  disturbing.  It  is  my  hope 
that,  all  over  the  country,  we  can  continue  to  proceed  in  the  same 
manner  that  we  do  in  my  home  State,  where  we  have  a  lot  of  quiet 
cooperation  going  on  and  work  together.  That  is  extremely  impor- 
tant to  us  right  now. 

One  of  the  questions  that  I  would  like  to  ask  of  the  person  who 
wrote  that  memorandum  on  SCS  is,  how  much  work  did  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  itself  put  into  making  the  new  Natural  Re- 
source Conservation  Service  viable  locally?  At  no  time  have  I  seen 
anything  to  suggest  that,  in  Washington,  USDA  is  taking  a  good 
hard  look  at  little  things  at  the  local  level  that,  I  think,  we  have 
to  look  at. 

I  don't  believe  we  have  done  that  yet.  And  that  is  bothersome  to 
me  because  I  don't  know  how  we  are  going  to  implement  the  plan 
that  USDA  is  talking  about  unless  we  look  at  everything,  from  top 
to  bottom.  And  that  was  an  oversight  of  whomever  prepared  that 
memorandum,  I  believe. 

Specifically,  I  want  to  ask  you  some  questions  regarding  the  local 
committees  and  decisionmaking.  And  specifically,  the  question  was 
asked  a  moment  ago;  I  believe  Mr.  Kingston  asked  it.  You  are  in 
effect  proposing  to  merge  two  county  committees,  ASCS  and 
FmHA,  each  with  three  members,  of  which  five  of  the  six  are  elect- 
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ed,  or  85  percent,  into  a  single  five-member  FSA  committee,  of 
which  three  will  be  elected,  or  60  percent. 

Now,  that  is  moving  in  what  we  would  call  a  nondemocratic  di- 
rection. That  is  taking  away  from  customers  some  of  the  rights  that 
they  have  had  in  electing  representatives.  You  have  answered  that 
question  from  your  perspective  already,  but  that  is  going  to  con- 
tinue to  be  a  concern  of  mine. 

Perhaps  we  couldn't  continue  to  elect  everyone;  where  we  need 
additional  advice  and  counsel,  perhaps  we  could  have  nonelected 
individuals,  but  nonvoting  individuals,  to  provide  the  expertise  we 
apparently  are  going  to  need.  And  I  certainly  concur  that  in  the 
area  of  FmHA,  we  need  to  have  someone  with  some  financial  or 
banking  knowledge,  who  needs  to  be  involved,  and  I  know  that  is 
where  you  are  coming  from.  But  we  are  going  to  continue  to  get 
input  on  whether  there  might  be  another  way  of  doing  it. 

We  have  scheduled  nine  State  hearings,  because  I  want  to  know 
how  these  proposals  will  affect  all  of  the  States.  I  am  very  familiar 
with  how  it  might  affect  the  17th  District  of  Texas. 

We  are  going  to  have,  as  I  understand  your  proposal,  the  new 
FSA  committee.  We  also  will  continue  to  have  the  soil  conservation 
district  boards  elected  or  appointed  as  they  are  today.  And  then  we 
will  create  a  combination  of  the  two  committees  to  handle  addi- 
tional responsibilities  which  require  cooperation  between  ASCS  and 
SCS;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  are  going  to  have  those  two  subcommittees 
meet  together;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  All  right.  What  would  be  your  reaction  to  an  ex- 
ample like  in  my  home  district,  in  which  I  have  a  soil  conservation 
district  that  serves  all  of  one  county,  and  part  of  a  second  county. 
Another  soil  conservation  district  serves  the  second  part  of  a  sec- 
ond county,  and  then  all  of  a  third  county.  Can  you  enlighten  me 
on  how  this  is  going  to  be  more  farmer  friendly  and  less  of  a  paper- 
work burden  and  less  time-consuming,  where  we  would  have  two 
separate  FSA's  in  two  counties,  one  soil  conservation  district  board 
which  must  meet  jointly  with  county  A,  county  B,  as  well  as  county 
C,  because  there  are  these  cross-cutting  jurisdictional  boundaries? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Well,  our  proposal  is  that  we  would  have  one 
FSA  committee  for  the  area  served  by  that  service  center. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  County  A  has  a  farm  service  center  that  is  con- 
stituted, as  you  have  suggested.  And  that  county  A  then  would  also 
have  the  soil  conservation — what  is  it,  anyway,  the  joint  commit- 
tee? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Whatever  it  is  called. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Whatever  it  is  called.  The  soil  conservation  dis- 
trict board  would  meet  jointly  with  county  A  for  purposes  of  ap- 
proving various  soil  conservation  practices,  et  cetera? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Right. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  The  same  soil  conservation  district  board  would 
also  have  to  meet  with  county  B? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  That  soil  conservation  district  serves  two  coun- 
ties? 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Well,  it  is  even  more  complicated.  You  have  a  sit- 
uation in  which  you  also  have  a  third  soil  conservation  district  that 
serves  half  of  county  B.  So  you  would  have  two  soil  conservation 
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districts  jointly  meeting  with  one  county  ASCS  committee  on  coun- 
ty B. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  In  that  case,  we  would  envision  that  those  two 
soil  conservation  districts  would  have  to  agree  on  who  their  rep- 
resentatives are  to  meet  with  the  FSA  committee.  We  are  not  going 
to  have  twice  as  many  soil  conservation  district  board  members 
meeting  with  the  FSA  committee.  There  will  be  equal  numbers  on 
that  joint  committee. 

Mr.  Kelly.  Mr.  Stenholm,  let  me  add,  the  soil  and  water  con- 
servation districts  are  established  under  State  law.  And  the  Fed- 
eral Government  doesn't  have  any  authority  or  opportunity  to  draw 
those  boundaries.  So  part  of  the  problem  you  have  just  described 
already  exists  where  there  is  a  soil  and  water  conservation  district 
in  a  State  that  encompasses  more  than  a  single  county  and  where 
ASCS  has  presently  its  own  county  offices  and  county  committees 
in  that  State,  those  county  committees  already  may  work  with  a 
soil  and  water  conservation  district  and  members  of  that  soil  and 
water  conservation  district  in  that  circumstance,  where  the  geog- 
raphy dictates  that  kind  of  arrangement,  might  already  work  with 
the  members  of  the  ASCS  county  committee  in  more  than  a  single 
county. 

The  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  authorized  the  Secretary  in  the 
carrying  out  of  these  conservation  cost-share  programs  to  have 
USDA  program  officials  and  county  committees  work  directly  with 
and  cooperate  with  members  of  soil  and  water  conservation  dis- 
tricts. So  while  the  Secretary's  bill  proposes  a  new  agriculture  con- 
servation committee,  it  merely  imposes  a  little  bit  of  formality  on 
the  structure  that  already  exists.  There  is  that  same  level  of  co- 
operation already  in  place. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  But  under  your  proposal,  we  are  making  a  very 
significant  change,  in  that  today  cost-share  is  at  ASCS,  and  now 
we  are  shifting  that  strictly  to  the  conservation  district's  sole  au- 
thority. I  think  that  is  a  rather  significant  change  from  the  status 
quo.  But  I  posed  the  question  to  get  your  current  elaboration.  We 
will  continue  to  work  on  it. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  I  would  like  to  add  a  little  bit  to  that.  The  policy 
decisions  under  soil  conservation  would  come  down  from  that  side, 
but  the  decisions  that,  as  you  say,  are  now  being  made  by  the 
ASCS  committee  are  going  to  be  made  by  the  joint  committee.  So 
we  are  not  turning  them  over  to  the  soil  conservation  districts  to 
make  all  the  decisions.  It  will  be  a  joint  decision  with  the  FSA  com- 
mittee. 

And  as  I  indicated  earlier,  if  there  is  more  than  one  soil  con- 
servation district  in  that  county  or  that  area,  they  will  have  to 
choose,  they  would  elect  from  among  their  members.  If  there  are 
10  members  as  a  result  of  two  districts,  they  would  have  to  choose 
the  five  that  would  meet  with  the  FSA  committee  but  there  will  be 
joint  decisions,  then,  on  those  local  programs. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  I  will  defer  to  my  colleagues  for  some  additional 
questions,  but  I  want  to  make  it  very  clear  to  all  where  I  am  com- 
ing from.  I  totally  agree  with  the  separation  of  the  Soil  Conserva- 
tion Service  at  the  top  as  you  had  defined  it.  My  concern  is  at  the 
local  level.  And  the  way  I  hear  you  explain  it  and  the  way  I  hear 
myself  discussing  it,  I  am  afraid  that  we  are  building  in  some  un- 
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necessary  complexity  for  our  local  producers  that  could  better  be 
addressed  by  a  different  shape  and  form  at  the  bottom  level.  That 
is  where  I  am  coming  from,  and  what  I  am  going  to  continue  to 
try  to  clarify,  by  going  out  to  the  country  and  finding  out  how  the 
producers  might  fare  under  this. 

I  am  very  nervous  about  having  5,000  appointed  members  of  the 
FSA  committees.  That  bothers  me  considerably.  I  would  rather 
have  them  elected,  with  any  appropriate  additional  input,  advice, 
and  counsel  that  we  can  use.  That  is  a  personal  bias  that  I  have. 
That  is  where  I  would  come  from.  I  would  have  to  be  convinced  oth- 
erwise, and  certainly  that  is  how  input  from  the  field  hearings  and 
from  my  colleagues  on  this  subcommittee  is  going  to  be  helpful.  But 
that  is  where  I  am  coming  at  it  from. 

Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  have  any  further  questions? 

The  Chairman.  No  thanks. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Roberts. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Yes,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  echo  your 
statements  in  regards  to  the  administration's  position  in  regard  to 
the  SCS  memo  and,  hopefully,  the  openness  of  the  hearings  that 
you  have  scheduled,  nine  of  them,  which  is  a  very  ambitious  sched- 
ule— we  had  six  in  the  previous  session  where  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  and  this  gentleman  from  Kansas  and  the  Under  Secretary 
made  stops  all  over  the  country.  I  might  say  that  there  was  no — 
well  gag  rule  may  be  a  little  harsh,  but  we  met  with  producers  in 
the  morning  and  they  told  us  what  we  could  do  with  the  farm  pro- 
gram. 

And  then  in  the  afternoon  we  met  with  the  employees  of  ASCS, 
Farmers  Home,  and  it  was  very  helpful.  In  many  cases  we  did  not 
have  the  supervisors  in  the  audience.  And  they  had  no  hesitation, 
I  think  more  especially,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  we  were  not  in  our 
home  districts,  we  did  feel  a  little  free  to  be  a  little  more  candid 
and  since  we  were  not  their  heme  Congressmen,  they  felt  free  to 
be  candid  and  they  wanted  consistency,  predictability,  flexibility, 
and  they  wanted  to  be  able  to  take  care  of  local  problems,  quite 
frankly,  and  they  wanted  to  know  what  in  the  Lord's  name  we 
were  doing  back  here. 

Sadly  SCS,  more  particularly  in  California  where  you  are  from, 
sir,  with  the  goal  of  making  them  an  endangered  species,  SWAT 
teams  running  around  the  country  to  enforce  the  Farm  Security 
Act,  when  historically  they  had  been  good  partners  with  producers 
there  on  behalf  of  conservation  efforts. 

So  they  were  not  hesitant  in  regards  to  letting  us  know  where 
they  thought  the  service  would  be  improved  and  I  would  hope  that 
would  be  the  case.  In  line  with  that,  many  farmers  believe  that  the 
traditional  role  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  of  assisting  farm- 
ers is  turning  into  a  heavy  regulatory  role. 

The  chairman  has  indicated  that  before  we  pass  anything  out  of 
this  committee  we  are  going  to  do  a  cost  benefits  study.  And  we 
have  tried  to  do  that  and  I  am  certainly  in  concert  with  his  feeling. 
I  know  the  agency  has  a  prime  function  to  be  the  enforcement 
of  environmental  mandates.  How  much  does  this  new  regulatory 
role  have  to  do  with  the  separate  status  of  the  NRCS? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  I  think  it  has  to  do  with  the  fact  that  the  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Service  will  still  be  the  technical  people 
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that  can  make  those  assessments  out  there.  And,  as  a  result  of  the 
1985  farm  bill  and  the  1990  farm  bill,  there  are  some  requirements 
that  farmers  are  required  to  meet  and  to  participate  in  the  pro- 
grams. And  so  they  are  able  to  provide  the  technical  assistance  in 
advising  farmers  on  how  they  can  comply  with  the  laws  and  the 
regulations  that  have  been  part  of  the — now  part  of  the  farm  pro- 
gram. So  I  would  say  that  they  will  continue  to  be  able  to  provide 
that  service  and  we  think  that  having  them  as  a  separate  agency 
so  that  they  cover  the  whole  spectrum  of  all  the  conservation  titles 
of  the  farm  bill  and  all  the  conservation  aspects  of  the  program  will 
make  them  a  better  service  to  farmers. 

Mr.  Roberts.  I  want  to  go  on  record  as  agreeing  with  the  chair- 
man in  regards  to  his  concern  that  this  seems  to  be  a  little  con- 
voluted in  terms  of  the  county  committees  as  opposed  to  streamlin- 
ing and  I  have  a  lot  of  feeling  about  the  SCS,  but  that  is  a  given. 
But  I  have  a  lot  of  feeling  about  an  independent  procedure  in  re- 
garding to  audits.  I  think  that  is  needed.  I  have  a  lot  of  feeling 
about  keeping  the  conservation  district  boards.  I  have  a  lot  of  feel- 
ing about  including  the  SCS  at  least  in  the  one-stop  delivery  serv- 
ice building,  even  though  their  function  would  be  separate.  And  I 
think  we  can  work  this  out. 

You  intend  to  cut  more  than  1,000  positions  from  the  field  oper- 
ations of  the  new  NRCS.  Now,  SCS  has  told  us  for  many  years  they 
are  about  5,000  staff  years  short  of  the  field  personnel  they  need 
to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  what  we  put  in  the  1985  and  the 
1990  farm  bills.  And  I,  for  one,  will  be  introducing  legislation  say- 
ing I  want  to  delay  your  conservation  compliance  deadline  due  to 
the  floods  and  all  of  the  problems  that  we  are  going  through.  That 
is  going  to  raise  the  hackles  of  some,  but  at  least  it  will  start  the 
conversation.  But  how  are  we  going  to  do  this?  If  you  are  going  to 
cut  1,000  and  we  are  5,000  staff  years  short,  how  are  we  going  to 
do  this? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  We  think  by  collocating  people  where  we  have 
people  that  can  answer  questions  from  both  sides  of  the  issues, 
whether  the  old  ASCS  programs  or  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
that  we  can  achieve  some  savings.  Possibly,  there  won't  be  as  many 
savings  in  the  technical  people  in  those  offices,  but  we  think  we 
can  achieve  some  administrative  savings  so  we  won't  need  as  many 
administrative  support  people  in  those  offices. 

Mr.  Roberts.  You  propose  merging  the  staffs  of  Farmers  Home, 
ASCS  and  the  new  FSA  and  we  are  going  to  mingle,  obviously,  the 
Federal  workers  with  the  local  county  employees  in  the  same  orga- 
nization. I  am  not  aware  that  you  are  proposing  converting  either 
group  to  the  other  type  of  service,  so  I  am  concerned  how  the  struc- 
ture is  going  to  work.  And  when  employees  are  hired  into  the  FSA 
field  structure  to  replace  resigned  or  retired  staff,  will  they  be 
hired  through  the  Federal  service  or  will  they  be  hired  as  a  local 
county  employee? 

And  then  turn  the  thing  around;  if  there  are  future  reductions 
in  force,  how  will  you  manage  the  reductions  when  some  workers 
have  retention  rights  and  others  don't?  That  is  a  big  concern 
among  our  employees  out  there. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  You  are  right,  we  don't  intend  to  change  the  sta- 
tus of  any  of  those  groups,  the  Federal  employees  or  the  county 
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committee  employees.  And  we  are  looking  closely  now  to  make  sure 
that  we  protect  the  rights  of  each  of  those  groups  as  we  merge 
them.  We  are  asking  in  the  legislation  that  we  be  able  to  use  these 
employees  interchangeably  in  that  local  office  and  so  that  we  can 
choose  the  person  who  is  going  to  be  the  supervisor  of  that  local 
office  based  on  merit,  whether  they  are  a  Federal  employee  or  a 
county  employee.  So  we  want  to  use  them  interchangeably,  but  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  the  two  different  types  of  employees. 

Mr.  Roberts.  A  utility  infielder  in  an  all-star  position. 

There  are  14,000  field  offices  in  the  Department,  7,000  are  farm 
service  field  offices.  The  other  half  represents — this  is  a  Jack 
Kingston  question — Forest  Service,  AMS,  APHIS,  Food  and  Nutri- 
tion Service,  a  whole  host  of  other  agencies.  There  was  a  streamlin- 
ing plan  for  these  agencies  that  are  not  directly  involved  in  farmer 
program  delivery. 

Is  there  going  to  be  a  list  of  proposed  office  closings  to  stream- 
line, what  Paul  Harvey  would  say,  the  other  half  of  the  USDA  field 
structure  or  is  streamlining  only  for  farmers? 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  The  streamlining  will  be  departmentwide.  We  are 
following  up  on — with  all  the  other  agencies  and  we  are  reviewing 
their  field  structures  as  well. 

Mr.  Roberts.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  keeping  with  your  request  for 
specific  questions  to  go  to  the  Under  Secretary  and  to  the  Depart- 
ment and  for,  hopefully,  an  expedited  return  of  same,  I  will  yield 
back  and  submit  my  questions  in  writing. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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MR.    ROBERTS'    QUESTIONS 


1)  Why  is  the  Department  expanding  the  size  of  the  county/area  committee  for  the 
FSA  from  three  to  five  members?    Why  are  two  members  to  be  appointed?    What 
are  the  criteria  for  these  two  appointments;  HR  3171  says  "fairly  representative  of 
farmers  in  the  county  or  area",  what  does  this  mean?    Will  they  be  farmers?    How 
many  appointments  would  have  to  be  made?    Are  these  essentially  going  to  be 
political  appointments? 

2)  The  documents  USDA  provided  yesterday  indicate  that  you  intend  to  cut  more 
than  1,000  positions  from  the  field  operations  of  the  new  NRCS.    This  will  come 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  complained  for  several  years 
that  they  are  5,000  staff  years  short  of  the  field  personnel  they  need  to  carry  out  the 
requirements  of  the  1985  and  1990  Farm  Bills.    From  what  my  farmers  have  told  me 
there  is  in  fact  a  serious  shortage  of  SCS  troops. 

A  few  months  ago  the  Secretary  talked  about  consolidating  the  public  affairs  and 
congressional  liaison  functions  of  the  various  agencies  into  a  single  departmental 
structure  with  considerable  savings  in  staff  years.    The  staff  charts  you  sent  yesterday 
still  show  every  agency  with  its  own  press  and  Hill  liaison  staffs.    What  happened  to 
the  Secretary's  original  idea?    Just  how  many  people  are  employed  in  these  functions 
by  the  various  agencies  of  the  Department?    Is  this  really  the  wisest  use  of  personnel 
at  the  same  time  you  are  projecting  steep  cuts  in  service  to  farmers? 

3)  You  propose  merging  the  staffs  of  FmHA  and  ASCS  into  the  new  FSA.    This  will 
mean  mingling  federal  service  workers  with  local  county  employees  in  the  same 
organization.    Since  you  do  not  propose  converting  either  group  to  the  other  type  of 
service,  how  will  this  structure  work  in  the  future?    When  new  employees  are  hired 
into  the  FSA  field  structure  to  replace  resigned  or  retired  staff,  will  they  be  hired 
through  the  federal  service  or  will  they  be  hired  as  local  county  employees?    if  there 
are  future  reductions  in  force,  how  will  you  manage  the  reductions  when  some 
workers  have  retention  rights  and  others  don't  in  the  same  office? 

4)  There  are  14,000  field  offices  in  the  Department,  of  which  about  7,000  are  the 
farm  service  field  offices.    The  other  half  represent  the  Forest  Service,  AMS,  APHIS, 
the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  and  a  host  of  other  agencies.    There  was  a  similar 
streamlining  plan  for  these  agencies  that  are  not  directly  involved  in  farmer  program 
delivery  nearly  completed  this  time  last  year.    Is  there  going  to  be  a  list  of  proposed 
office  closings  to  streamline  the  other  half  of  the  USDA  field  structure,  or  is 
streamlining  only  for  farmers?    When  will  this  be  accomplished? 

5)  The  reconciliation  package  passed  last  summer  contained  $739  million  in  savings 
from  changes  in  the  county-based  field  structure.    This  large  figure  comes  from 
making  changes  and  letting  the  savings  all  over  the  country  add  up  over  time.    It  is 
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now  nearly  three  months  into  the  fiscal  year.    How  long  can  you  wait  and  still 
achieve  the  savings  you  claimed  this  summer  with  out  taking  draconian  personnel 
actions? 


6)  You  stated  before  the  Subcommittee  that  much  of  the  adtninistrative  improvements 
to  be  accomplished  with  technology  improvements  will  be  dependent  on  support  from 
Congress  for  funding?    Experience  with  attempts  to  improve  data  processing 
capabilities  at  the  Fanner's  Home  Administration  has  demonstrated  that  such 
modernization  is  difficult  and  expensive.    What  portion  of  the  projected  savings  is  to 
be  derived  from  these  technological  improvements?    How  much  funding  over  what 
period  of  time  will  be  necessary  to  fulfill  your  goals?    Do  you  have  a  comprehensive 
plan  in  place?    if  not,  when  do  you  expect  this  to  be  completed? 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  ROBERTS 


Question  1:  Why  is  the  Department  expanding  the  size  of  the  county/area  committee 
for  the  FSA  from  three  to  five  members?   Why  are  two  members  to  be 
appointed?  What  are  the  criteria  for  these  two  appointments;  H.R.  3171 
says  'fairly  representative  of  farmers  in  the  county  or  area",  what  does 
this  mean?  Will  they  be  farmers?   How  many  appointments  would  have 
to  be  made?  Are  these  essentially  going  to  be  political  appointments? 

Answer:        Because  both  FmHA  and  ASCs  currently  have  county  committees,  the 
FSA  will  consolidate  these  committees  into  one.   The  Secretary  will 
appoint  two  members  to  ensure  diversity  and  reflect  the  broadest 
possible  community  representation.   These  appointees  may  be  farmers 
or  other  agricultural  professionals.  Two  appointments  will  be  made  to 
each  of  the  2500  county  committees. 

Question  2:  The  documents  USDA  provided  yesterday  indicate  that  you  intend  to  cut 
more  than  1 ,000  positions  from  the  field  operations  of  the  new  NRCS. 
This  will  come  despite  the  fact  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  has 
complained  for  several  years  that  they  are  5,000  staff  years  short  of  the 
field  personnel  they  need  to  carry  out  the  requirements  of  the  1985  and 
1990  Farm  Bills.   From  what  my  farmers  have  told  me  there  is  in  fact  a 
serious  shortage  of  SCS  troops. 

A  few  months  ago  the  Secretary  talked  about  consolidating  the  public 
affairs  and  congressional  liaison  functions  of  the  various  agencies  into  a 
single  departmental  structure  with  considerable  savings  in  staff  years. 
The  staff  charts  you  sent  yesterday  still  show  every  agency  with  its  own 
press  and  Hill  liaison  staffs.   What  happened  to  the  Secretary's  original 
idea?  Just  how  many  people  are  employed  in  these  functions  by  the 
various  agencies  of  the  Department?   Is  this  really  the  wisest  use  of 
personnel  at  the  same  time  you  are  projecting  steep  cuts  in  service  to 
farmers? 


Answer:        The  Secretary  decided  that  the  Departmental  level  offices  of  public 
affairs  and  congressional  relations  should  remain  separate  to  ensure 
adequate  coverage  of  the  functions.   Rather  than  combining  these 
offices,  we  have  decided  to  focus  on  streamlining  the  offices'  activities  at 
the  Department  level  and  in  the  agencies. 

For  the  Office  of  Congressional  Relations  our  goal  is  to  streamline  and 
provide  greater  efficiencies  and  coordination  in  the  Department's 
intergovernmental  activities.   Our  proposal  recognizes  the  need  for  better 
coordination  and  streamlining  by  transferring  the  Office  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional 
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Relations.   This  will  allow  for  greater  efficiency  and  will  eliminate 
duplicative  efforts. 

The  role  of  congressional  relations  will  include  all  levels  of  government. 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional  Relations  will  have 
responsibility  for  creating  strong  relationships  with  Congress,  state  and 
local  governments,  Native  Americans  and  Alaska  Native  tribes  and  will 
be  charged  with  implementing  overall  coordination  of  department 
legislative  and  intergovernmental  relations  activities. 

In  addition  to  the  12  professional  legislative  affairs  positions  in  the  Office 
of  Congressional  Relations,  48  full  time  equivalent  legislative  affairs 
professional  positions  are  located  in  the  agencies.  These  agency 
personnel  are  responsible  for  obtaining  timely  and  accurate  information 
for  members  of  Congress  regarding  matters  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
individual  agencies.   They  respond  to  both  written  correspondence  and 
telephone  inquires  from  Members  of  Congress  regarding  matters  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  individual  agencies.   They  also  conduct  research  on 
legislative  activities  for  policy-making  officials  within  USDA.   The 
workload  for  these  individuals  increases  each  year.    For  example  the 
1993  calendar  year  to  date,  USDA  has  received  almost  7,000  pieces  of 
congressional  correspondence.   This  compares  to  approximately  6,000 
for  1992.   This  figure  does  not  include  the  congressional  correspondence 
written  directly  to  the  agencies  and  sub-cabinet  members. 

Currently,  there  are  approximately  1 ,000  public  affairs  employees  in  the 
Department.  About  65  percent  of  these  employees  are  in  the  field  and 
provide  direct  services  to  the  public.  For  example,  many  of  the 
Department's  public  affairs  staff  work  for  the  Forest  Service  in  the  field. 
These  employees  deal  with  issues  such  as  public  inquires  about  specific 
timber  sales,  as  well  as  questions  about  the  availability  of  firewood  and 
all  manner  of  local  issues. 

For  this  area  our  goal  is  to  achieve  at  least  a  15  percent  reduction  in 
staffing  over  the  next  five  years  and  streamline  the  way  the  function  is 
carried  out  in  the  Department.   Some  activities  will  be  removed  from  the 
agencies  and  centralized  to  provide  services  more  efficiently.   Some 
public  affairs  staffing  will  remain  in  the  six  mission  areas  because  the 
public  will  be  better  served  by  personnel  who  have  a  day-to-day 
familiarity  with  the  issues  in  the  agencies.   One  of  the  primary  and 
historic  missions  of  the  Department  is  providing  information  to  farmers 
and  other  constituents.   Secretary  Espy  is  committed  to  strengthening 
that  goal  through  his  reorganization. 
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As  a  matter  of  note,  we  are  not  projecting  deep  cuts  in  service  to 
farmers,  although  we  are  projecting  a  reduction  in  staffing.   We  plan  to 
actually  improve  sen/ice  through  the  creation  of  the  Field  Office  Service 
Centers  and  other  improvements  in  the  management  of  USDA. 

Question  3:  You  propose  merging  the  staffs  of  FmHA  and  ASCS  onto  the  new  FSA. 
This  will  mean  mingling  federal  service  workers  with  local  county 
employees  in  the  same  organization.   Since  you  do  not  propose 
converting  either  group  to  the  other  type  of  service,  how  will  this 
structure  work  in  the  future?  When  new  employees  are  hired  into  the 
FSA  field  structure  to  replace  resigned  or  retired  staff,  will  they  be  hired 
through  the  federal  service  or  will  they  be  hired  as  local  county 
employees?   If  there  are  future  reduction  of  force,  how  will  you  manage 
the  reductions  when  some  workers  have  retention  rights  and  others  don't 
in  the  same  office? 

Answer:        We  will  be  meeting  with  representatives  of  county  personnel  professional 
organizations  and  unions  to  address  these  concerns.  They  will  help  us 
determine  how  these  problems  should  be  addressed  for  the  mutual 
benefit  of  all  employees. 

Question  4:  There  are  14,000  field  offices  in  the  Department,  of  which  about  7,000 
are  the  farm  service  field  offices.   The  other  half  represent  the  Forest 
service,  AMS,  APHIS,  and  the  Food  and  Nutrition  Service  and  a  host  of 
other  agencies.  There  was  a  similar  streamlining  plan  for  these  agencies 
that  are  not  directly  involved  in  farmer  program  delivery  nearly  completed 
this  time  last  year.   Is  there  going  to  be  a  list  of  proposed  office  closing 
to  streamline  the  other  half  of  the  USDA  field  structure,  or  is  streamlining 
only  for  farmers?   When  will  this  be  accomplished? 


Answer:        The  streamlining  plan  for  the  Department  does  include  all  field  offices, 
not  just  those  for  farmers.   The  general  time  frame  planned  is  over  a 
three  year  period. 

Concerning  your  statement  that  about  half  of  the  field  agencies  are  the 
farm  service  offices,  we  estimate  that  SCS,  ASCS,  FCIC,  ES,  and  FmHA 
comprise  about  12,000  of  the  14,000  field  offices.   This  estimate  includes 
about  3,600  Extension  Service  Offices  the  are  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
control  of  the  cooperating  State  Land-Grant  University  and  most  are 
supported  by  local  governments. 

Question  5:  The  reconciliation  package  passed  last  summer  contained  $739  million  in 
savings  from  changes  in  the  county-based  field  structure.  This  large 
figure  comes  from  making  changes  and  letting  the  savings  all  over  the 
country  add  up  over  time.   It  is  now  nearly  three  months  into  the  fiscal 
year.    How  long  can  you  wait  and  still  achieve  the  savings  you  claimed 
this  summer  with  out  taking  draconian  personnel  actions? 
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Answer:        Although  the  House  Reconciliation  Bill  contained  a  provision  which  would 
have  directed  the  Secretary  to  consolidate  personnel  and  field,  regional, 
and  national  offices  to  achieve  savings  of  $500  million  over  four  years 
beginning  in  FY  1995,  this  provision  was  not  included  in  the  final  bill  that 
was  enacted.   Nevertheless,  we  believe  if  the  Secretary's  proposed 
Reorganization  Bill  is  enacted  promptly  next  year,  we  will  achieve  at  least 
the  savings  included  the  Reconciliation  Bill. 

Question  6:  You  stated  before  the  Subcommittee  that  much  of  thee  administrative 

improvements  to  be  accomplished  with  technology  improvements  will  be 
dependent  on  support  from  Congress  for  funding?   Experience  with 
attempts  to  improve  data  processing  capabilities  at  Farmer's  Home 
Administration  has  demonstrated  that  such  modernization  is  difficult  and 
expensive.   What  portion  of  the  projected  savings  is  to  be  derived  from 
these  technological  improvements?   How  much  funding  over  what  period 
of  time  will  be  necessary  to  fulfill  your  goals?   Do  you  have  a 
comprehensive  plan  in  place?   If  not,  when  do  you  expect  this  to  be 
completed? 


Answer:        Major  new  technology  improvements  will  be  dependent  upon  support 
from  Congress  for  funding.   Projected  cost  avoidance  of 
$1.3  billion  through  the  Info  Share  program,  is  the  result  of  consolidation 
of  procurements  for  field  office  systems.   For  the  Info  Share  program  the 
current  estimate  of  funding  requirements  is  $2.6  billion,  over  a  life  cycle 
of  8  years.    In  addition  to  the  USDA  IRM  Strategic  Plan,  the  Info  Share 
management  team  has  a  comprehensive  plan  in  place  for  the  program 
and  its  component  initiatives. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Mr.  Bishop. 

Mr.  Bishop.  No,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  One  final  question.  There  is  a  lot  of  concern  now 
about  the  movement  of  Farmers  Home  into  the  FSA.  Please  de- 
scribe under  your  proposal  how  a  Farmers  Home  agricultural  loan 
will  be  processed  and  serviced  once  a  farmer  fills  out  his  applica- 
tion at  the  local  office. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  An  application  for  a  loan?  I  will  ask  Mike  Dunn 
to  answer  that  question,  please. 

Mr.  Dunn.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Mike  Dunn,  the  Administrator 
for  Farmers  Home  Administration.  Those  programs  will  be  proc- 
essed exactly  the  same  way  they  are  now.  They  will  go  through  our 
normal  process.  If  there  is  a  county  supervisor  there  that  is  a 
Farmers  Home  employee,  that  will  be  processed  there  and  go  right 
on  up  the  ladder  as  they  normally  do. 

What  we  intend  to  do  as  we  are  expanding  the  point  of  entries 
from  Farmers  Home  point  of  view,  we  are  going  from  our  current 
1,700  offices  to  the  almost  2,500  offices  that  will  be  under  the  FSA. 
So  we  will  be  cross-training  those  employees,  receptionist  area  and 
through  new  technology,  fax  machines,  through  electronic  mail,  and 
will  be  able  to  gather  the  data  from  the  farmer  that  comes  in  and 
get  it  to  the  closest  county  where  there  are  current  Farmers  Home 
employees  that  will  be  servicing  those  and  through  having  field 
days  at  that  particular  office  or  with  laptop  computers  go  out  to  the 
farmstead  and  work  one-on-one  with  that  borrower. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  In  other  words,  in  those  FSA's  which  do  not  have 
an  FmHA  supervisor,  there  will  be  a  staff  person  trained  within 
that  FSA  to  take  the  preliminary  information  on  the  farmer,  to  get 
the  process  moving  and  make  sure  that  application  gets  to  an  ap- 
propriate authorized  person  to  deal  with  it? 

Mr.  Dunn.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  That  is  what  you  meant  by  going  from  1,700  to 
2,500? 

Mr.  Dunn.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  So  it  will  actually  expand  the  service  in  one 
sense  to  FmHA  borrowers  under  this  concept  without  necessarily 
having  to  have  a  supervisor  within  the  county? 

Mr.  Dunn.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  In  the  interest  of  time,  I,  too,  will  submit  my 
other  questions  in  writing. 

[The  information  follows:] 


QUESTIONS  FROM  MR.  STENHOLM 
Deputy  Secretary  Rominger,  December  8,  1993 

FSA-NRCS — LOCAL  OPERATIONS 

1.  We  had  asked  for  data  on  anticipated  reductions  in  paperwork 
and  other  administrative  requirements  as  a  result  of  cost- 
share  prograun  transfers  to  the  new  conservation  agency.   In 
response,  you  state  that  "considerable  opportunity  exists  to 
reduce  forms,  simplify  procedures,  consolidate  field 
manuals,  and  expedite  services  to  farmers."   Please 
elaborate  on  this  statement.   For  example,  walk  me  through 
how  an  application  for  ACP  funding  will  be  processed  in  the 
future,  compared  with  how  it's  done  currently. 

2.  Regarding  the  selection  of  local  Farm  Service  Agency 
supervisors — you  state  that  the  person  "would  be  appointed 
on  the  basis  of  merit  irrespective  of  whether  he  or  she  is  a 
Federal  employee  or  an  ASCS  county  office  employee." 
Exactly  who  will  be  responsible  for  appointing  this 
supervisor  initially?  Will  the  local  committees  be  making 
these  initial  selections? 

3.  You  discuss  the  Info  Share  Program  in  your  testimony  on  page 
seven.   Your  employees  have  told  us  repeatedly  that  saving 
money  and  improving  services  to  farmers  will  remain  out  of 
reach — no  matter  how  you  shuffle  the  organizational  boxes — 
as  long  as  your  computers  can't  talk  to  each  other.   How 
many  years  away  are  we  from  having  a  system  of  common  data 
bases,  farm  record  systems,  and  agency  accounting  records? 
Will  it  be  done  before  or  after  you  have  merged  farm 
services  offices? 

4.  What  quality  of  service  can  a  client  expect  to  receive  when 
his  or  her  application  for  a  farm  credit  loan  is  being  taken 
and  processed  by  someone  who  has  only  worked  in  the  past  on 
ASCS  commodity  programs? 


LOCAL  COMMITTEES  AND  DECISION  MAKING 

1.  You  state  that  having  appointment  authority  for  the  FSA 
local  committees  would  ensure  that  no  portion  of  a  service 
area  would  be  denied  representation  on  the  committee,  and 
also  it  would  permit  the  addition  of  nonfarmers  with 
expertise  in  agricultural  finance,  law  or  management.   Why 
couldn't  these  objectives  be  accomplished  through  a 
carefully  thought-out  election  process? 

2.  Please  elaborate  on  who  will  choose  these  5,000  appointed 
members  (two  for  each  of  the  2,500  service  areas). 

3.  How  will  local  elected  committee  members  be  nominated? 
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CREDIT 

1.  I  understand  there  are  currently  about  1,700  Farmers  Home 
county  offices.   How  will  you  decide  which  ones  will  be 
merged  into  farm  service  centers,  and  how  will  those 
offices'  rural  housing  loans  then  be  covered?   Conversely, 
what  will  you  do  to  ensure  that  farm  borrowers  are  serviced 
in  a  situation  where  a  county  office's  workload  is  greater 
in  housing  than  in  agriculture,  and  it  becomes  a  rural 
development  office? 

2.  Under  your  rural  development  structure,  each  State  director 
will  get  their  policy  guidance  from  three  different 
agencies,  and  in  turn  will  have  to  direct  three  different 
sets  of  programs  within  their  State.   If  I  were  a  State 
director,  how  will  I  determine  my  priorities  when  I  get 
three  rush  jobs  at  the  ssuae  time  from  three  different 
administrators? 

3.  Please  describe  the  future;  status  and  role  of  the  50  State 
Rural  Development  advisory'  councils,  initiated  during  the 
previous  Administration,  under  your  proposal. 


OTHER  QUESTIONS 

1.  This  subcommittee  next  week  begins  a  long  series  of  field 
hearings,  and  topic  number  one  will  be  whose  office  will  be 
axed,  and  whose  will  be  saved.   What  can  we  tell  them  about 
the  status  of  office  closings  and  consolidations,  which  are 
such  a  fundamental  element  of  restructuring  and  a  major 
source  of  budget  savings? 

2.  What  is  the  ratio  of  USDA  supervisors  to  nonsupervisory 
employees  currently,  and  what  will  it  be  upon  completion  of 
your  reorganization? 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM 
FSA-NRCS-LOCAL  OPERATIONS 

Question  1 :  We  had  asked  for  data  on  anticipated  reduction  in  papenwork  and  otiier 
administrative  requirements  as  a  result  of  cost-share  program  transfers 
to  the  new  conservation  agency.   In  response,  you  state  that 
"considerable  opportunity  exists  to  reduce  forms,  simplify  procedures, 
consolidate  field  manuals,  and  expedite  services  to  farmers."   Please 
elaborate  on  this  statement.   For  example,  walk  me  through  how  an 
application  for  ACP  funding  will  be  processed  in  the  future,  compared 
with  how  it's  done  currently. 


Answer:        Current  ACP  sign-up  procedure  requires  a  producer  to  make  a  request 
for  cost-share  assistance  through  the  Agriculture  Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service  (ASCS).   ASCS  provides  the  initial  assistance  to 
the  producer  to  describe  the  resource  problem  and  determine  a  solution. 
ASCS  fonwards  the  referral  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  to 
make  a  field  review  of  needs  and  feasibility.   SCS  inventories  the 
situation  and  provides  a  finding  and  recommendation  to  ASCS.    In  some 
cases,  practices  originally  requested  do  not  solve  the  conservation 
problem  and  producers  must  amend  their  application.   The  ASCS  County 
Committee  reviews  SCS's  findings  and  recommendation  contained  on 
Form  AD-862  and  acts  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  cost-share  request. 
If  approved,  the  producer  is  notified  they  may  begin  practice  installation. 
SCS  provides  design  and  lay-out  assistance  to  apply  the  practice.   If  a 
significant  change  in  units  of  a  practice  is  needed,  or  an  extension  of 
time  to  complete  a  practice  is  needed,   ASCS  authorization  is  required. 
After  SCS  certified  that  the  practice  meets  standards  and  specifications, 
ASCS  issues  the  payment. 

Our  approach  to  this  transfer  has  the  primary  goal  of  insuring  any 
changes  are  transparent  to  our  customer.  The  producer  will  apply  for 
assistance  at  the  USDA  Reld  Office  Service  Center.   The  application  will 
be  handled  by  the  local  FSA  non-Federal  employee(s)  as  outlined  in  the 
reimbursable  agreement  between  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  (NRCS)  and  the  local  FSA  county  committee.  The  current 
informal  cooperation  between  ASCS  and  SCS  will  be  formalized  by  this 
agreement  and  will  identify  the  administrative  and  check  writing  services 
provided  by  the  local  FSA  office,  and  how  it  will  interact  with  the  local 
NRCS  employee  on  policy  questions.   Once  the  NRCS  has  completed 
the  necessary  administrative  work,  with  assistance  from  the  local  FSA 
office,  and  the  necessary  technical  assistance  for  design  and 
implementation  of  a  practice,  the  appropriate  form  will  be  passed  to  the 
FSA  for  payment  to  the  customer. 
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With  the  transfer  of  policy  and  procedural  responsibilities  to  the  NRCS, 
the  immediate  gains  will  be  in  eliminating  the  passing  of  paperwork  back 
and  forth  between  the  two  agencies.  When  the  Info  Share  system  is 
installed  the  transfer  of  information  will  be  greatly  simplified  and  will  allow 
these  transfers  to  occur  electronically.  The  number  of  forms  to  be  filled 
out  by  applicants  will  be  reduced  in  the  first  year  from  the  current  14  to 
approximately  7  and  our  ultimate  goal  is  to  reduce  this  to  just  one  form. 

We  feel  there  are  many  opportunities  to  improve  the  delivery  to  this 
program  over  time.  Also,  as  we  begin  to  take  a  more  holistic  approach 
to  farm  and  ranch  planning,  it  is  a  natural  progression  that  opportunities 
to  better  utilize  cost  share  assistance  can  be  identified  during  the 
planning  process.  This  approach  would  allow  this  valuable  tool  to  be 
used  year  round  in  addressing  natural  resource  needs  and  initiatives. 

Question  2:  Regarding  the  selection  of  local  Farm  Service  Agency  supervisors--you 
state  that  the  person  "would  be  appointed  on  the  basis  of  merit 
irrespective  of  whether  he  or  she  is  a  Federal  employee  or  an  ASCS 
county  office  employee."   Exactly  who  will  be  responsible  for  appointing 
this  supervisor  initially?  Will  the  local  committees  be  making  these  initial 
selections? 


Answer:        The  legislation  for  reorganization  provides  that  there  will  continue  to  be 
local  county  committees.   However,  these  committees  will  include  five 
members,  of  which  three  will  be  elected  and  two  will  be  appointed.   The 
local  committee  will  continue  to  be  responsible  for  making  the  initial 
selections  of  the  Farm  Service  Agency  county  office  supervisors. 

Question  3:  You  discussed  the  Info  Share  program  in  your  testimony  on  page  seven. 
Your  employees  have  told  us  repeatedly  that  saving  money  and 
improving  services  to  farmers  will  remain  out  of  reach-no  matter  how 
you  shuffle  the  organizational  boxes--as  long  as  your  computers  can't 
talk  to  each  other.  How  many  years  away  are  we  from  having  a  system 
of  common  data  bases,  farm  record  systems,  and  agency  accounting 
records?  Will  it  be  done  before  or  after  you  have  merged  farm  services 
offices. 
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Answer:        USDA  is  performing  pilot  tests  within  the  Info  Share  Program  for 
common  client  data  bases,  farm  record  data  bases  and  agency 
accounting  records.  These  pilots  will  be  evaluated  by  September  1 994 
to  determine  what  should  be  implemented  nationwide.   Nationwide 
implementation  of  beneficial  pilots  could  take  up  to  2-3  years.   Every 
effort  will  be  made  to  integrate  national  implementation  plans  with  the 
creation  of  Field  Office  Service  Centers.   Current  systems  will  be 
maintained  and  provisions  will  be  made  for  interim  solutions  to  provide 
linkages  of  current  systems  to  assure  smooth  transition  without 
interruption  of  program  delivery. 

Question  4:  What  quality  of  service  can  a  client  expect  to  receive  when  his  or  her 
application  for  a  farm  credit  loan  is  being  taken  and  processed  by 
someone  who  has  only  worked  in  the  past  on  ASCS  commodity 
programs? 

Answer:        All  employees  of  FSA  will  be  cross-trained  to  process  all  programs  within 
its  jurisdiction.   Applications  will  be  received  at  any  USDA  Field  Office 
Service  Center,  and  the  processing  of  this  application  and  the  servicing 
of  any  subsequent  loan  will  be  managed  by  fully  trained  personnel.   Most 
Service  Centers  will  have  a  loan  specialists  on  site.   For  those  without 
full-time  loan  specialists  arrangements  for  servicing  will  be  made  with 
specialists  in  nearby  Service  Centers. 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM 
LOCAL  COMMITTEES  AND  DECISION  MAKING 

Question  1:  You  state  that  having  appointment  authority  for  the  FSA  local  committees 
would  ensure  that  no  portion  of  a  service  area  would  be  denied 
representation  on  the  committee,  and  also  it  would  permit  the  addition  of 
nonfarmers  with  expertise  in  agricultural  finance,  law  or  management. 
Why  couldn't  these  objectives  be  accomplished  through  a  carefully 
thought-out  election  process? 

Answer:        Although  elections  are  a  democratic  and  inclusive  process,  portions  of 

the  farming  community  are  historically  more  active  in  seeking  a  presence 
in  elected  bodies.  FmHA  has  made  every  effort  to  actively  engage  the 
minority  communities  in  both  the  nomination  and  election  processes. 
The  nomination  of  non-farm  professionals  with  appropriate  expertise  has 
also  been  promoted.  However,  because  of  the  majority  rule  and  election 
turnout,  it  is  difficult  to  ensure  elected  committee  members  will  reflect  the 
broadest  possible  community  representation. 

Question  2:  Please  elaborate  on  who  will  choose  these  5,000  appointed  members 
(two  for  each  of  the  2,500  service  areas). 

Answer:        The  appointed  committee  members  will  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  or  his  or  her  designee.   Nominations  are  solicited  and 
accepted  from  within  the  community  where  the  vacancy  exists. 

Question  3:   How  will  local  elected  committee  members  be  nominated? 


Answer:        The  nomination  process  for  local  elected  committee  members  will  not 
change  with  the  reorganization.  The  nomination  process  includes  the 
posting  of  notices  in  local  newspapers  and  public  buildings,  and  contacts 
with  community  leaders.   Nominations  are  solicited  and  accepted  from 
within  the  local  community  where  the  committee  vacancy  exists. 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM 


CREDIT 


Question  1 :  I  understand  there  are  currently  about  1 ,700  Farmers  Home 

Administration  county  offices.   How  will  you  decide  which  ones  will  be 
merged  into  farm  service  centers,  and  how  will  those  offices'  rural 
housing  loans  them  be  covered?   Conversely,  what  will  you  do  to  ensure 
that  farm  borrowers  are  serviced  in  a  situation  where  a  county  office's 
workload  is  greater  in  housing  than  in  agriculture,  and  it  becomes  a  rural 
development  office? 

Answer:        USDA  field  offices  were  examined  for  type  and  volume  of  caseload, 
location,  geographic  limitations,  and  proximity  to  other  USDA  office 
locations.  When  the  final  decision  is  made,  all  of  these  factors  will  be 
considered  as  well  as  under  served  potential  clients  and  new  demands 
based  on  changing  economic  conditions.   Services  available  to  rural 
housing  applicants  and  borrowers  are  not  expected  to  change 
significantly.   Depending  upon  geographic  constraints  and  volume 
demands,  certain  program  services  may  be  available  part  time  at  USDA 
service  centers.   The  number  of  points  of  service  may  actually  increase 
as  field  office  employees  complete  cross-training  in  order  to  provide 
basic  program  information  at  all  USDA  locations. 

Question  2:  Under  your  rural  development  stmcture,  each  State  director  will  get  their 
policy  guidance  from  three  different  agencies,  and  in  turn  will  have  to 
direct  three  different  sets  of  programs  within  their  State.   If  I  were  a  State 
director,  how  will  i  determine  my  priorities  when  I  get  three  rush  jobs  at 
the  same  time  from  three  different  Administrators? 


Answer:        Program  priorities  will  be  established  by  the  Administration.  The  State 
directors  are  presently  responsible  for  delivering  programs  of  two  distinct 
agencies,  FmHA  and  PDA.  They  are  rated  by  both  the  FmHA 
Administrator  and  the  PDA  Administrator.   If  conflicts  arise,  resolution  will 
be  negotiated  through  the  Office  of  the  Under  Secretary. 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM 
CREDIT 

Question  3.  Please  describe  the  future  status  and  role  of  the  50  State  Rural 
Development  advisory  councils,  initiated  during  the  previous 
Administration,  under  your  proposal. 

Answer:        The  State  Rural  Development  Councils  are  designed  to  be  a  non- 
partisan coordinating  body  for  Federal,  State,  and  local  government 
activities  and  resolve  intergovernmental  program  conflicts  within  the 
state.   They  are  established  by  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
between  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the  Governor  of  the  State,  and 
are  jointly  funded.   Currently,  thirty-seven  councils  are  operational  with 
thirteen  more  pending  approval  of  their  MOUs.  The  Administration  plans 
to  continue  its  support  of  the  councils.  Their  role  of  coordination  and 
collaboration  is  not  expected  to  change. 
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QUESTIONS  FROM  CONGRESSMAN  STENHOLM 
OTHER  QUESTIONS 

Question  1:  This  subcommittee  next  week  begins  a  long  series  of  field  hearings,  and 
topic  number  one  will  be  whose  office  will  be  axed,  and  whose  will  be 
saved.   What  can  we  tell  them  about  the  status  of  office  closing  and 
consolidations,  which  are  such  a  fundamental  element  of  restructuring 
and  a  major  source  of  budget  savings? 

Answer:        Under  our  proposal,  each  State  will  be  assigned  an  optimum  number  of 
USDA  Field  Office  Service  Centers.   USDA  customers  will  be  served  at 
one  location  by  a  minimum  of  two  new  agencies:  the  Farm  Service 
Agency  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service.   In  addition 
other  agencies  such  as  the  Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development 
Service  will  be  collocated  whenever  possible. 

When  the  plan  is  implemented  we  will  have  fewer  locations.   We  are 
planning  to  have  about  2.500  Field  Office  Service  Centers  nationwide. 
We  will  continue  to  work  with  the  State  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils  to 
determine  how  to  best  reorganize,  collocate  and  merge  the  offices  within 
their  areas  of  jurisdiction.  We  plan  to  make  the  field  office  changes  over 
approximately  a  three  year  period  after  headquarters  is  reorganized. 
Although  reductions  are  planned  in  staffing  at  field  and  at  headquarters, 
these  changes  are  intended  to  be  made  through  attrition  and  the  use  of 
the  Administrations'  proposed  early-out  authority. 

Question  2:  What  is  the  ratio  of  USDA  supervisors  to  non  supervisory  employees 
currently,  and  what  will  it  be  upon  completion  of  your  reorganization? 


Answer: 


The  information  follows. 
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Mr.  Stenholm.  Just  a  couple  of  other  comments  today.  We  look 
forward  to  a  very  cooperative  working  arrangement  with  you,  Mr. 
Secretary,  and  to  all  of  those  who  sit  behind  you  and  to  your  right 
and  to  your  left.  As  we  work  together,  sometimes  our  feelings  get 
a  little  strained  and  we  have  a  little  difference  of  opinion  expressed 
now  and  then.  Today — and  I  take  full  responsibility  for  this — it  is 
my  understanding  that  some  of  your  staff  was  a  little  bit  uncompli- 
mentary of  my  staff  for  giving  you  copies  of  the  questions  I  was 
going  to  ask  you  about  an  hour  before  you  got  here. 

Well,  I  got  them  to  you  10  minutes  after  I  got  them.  And  if  we 
could  have  had  your  answers  to  our  questions  3  or  4  days  ago,  we 
could  have  been  better  prepared.  But  I  understand  the  pressures. 
And  I  don't  mean  this  as  anything  except  that  we  should  look  for- 
ward. We  can't  undo  the  spilled  milk. 

On  the  SCS,  whoever  the  unfortunate  individual  was  who  chose 
to  do  whatever  he  or  she  chose  to  do,  it  was  a  very  honorable  cause. 
It  has  complicated  things  somewhat,  but  there  is  no  reason  why  we 
can't  proceed  just  like  it  didn't  happen.  And  I  am  saying  this  for 
my  own  staffs  benefit,  which  I  don't  think  needs  saying,  nor  for 
your  staffs,  but  as  we  work  together,  let's  understand  that  we  all 
have  priorities. 

This  is  the  Christmas  season.  I  would  just  as  soon  not  have  been 
here  today.  But  it  was  one  of  these  things  that  we  had  to  do  if  we 
were  going  to  be  able  to  have  field  hearings  and  have  a  February 
8,  markup  so  that  we  can  proceed  to  Chairman  de  la  Garza's  com- 
mittee and  have  him  do  that  which  he  has  to  do  regarding  this  en- 
tire effort. 

We  realize  that  timeliness  is  of  extreme  importance.  And  I  want 
to  emphasize  and  reemphasize  what  you  have  said  and  others  have 
said  and  the  chairman  said  early  today.  I  think  I  fully  appreciate 
what  the  white  goody  in  an  Oreo  cookie  feels  like,  because  I  am  sit- 
ting here  between  the  chairman  and  the  ranking  minority  member. 
I  am  not  sure  whether  I  am  holding  it  together  or  whether  I  am 
going  to  be  licked  up  in  the  process. 

And  I  don't  know  whether  that  is  good  or  bad.  But  I  am  honored 
to  be  here,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  that  endeav- 
or. But  what  we  are  after,  when  we  get  through,  as  the  chairman 
said,  is  that  we  want  to  have  a  more  farmer  and  consumer-friendly 
USDA.  We  want  to  have  a  more  cost-effective  and  efficient  USDA. 
And  we  want  to  have  a  more  employee-conscious  USDA.  That  is 
what  the  Secretary  has  set  out  for  you  to  accomplish  and  that  is 
what  we  certainly  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on.  And  in  that 
endeavor,  little  things  like  getting  computers  to  be  able  to  talk  to 
each  other — whoever  is  in  charge  of  computers,  dadgumit,  let's  get 
on  with  it  and  do  whatever  we  must  do  in  this  modem  techno- 
logical age,  do  the  things  that  Mr.  Dunn  responded  to  a  moment 
ago. 

If  we  can't  talk  to  each  other,  from  one  farm  service  agency  to 
another,  and  we  can't  do  it  in  the  manner  in  which  most  everyone 
else  can  do  it,  we  have  problems. 

Mr.  Chairman  any  concluding  remarks. 

The  Chairman.  I  echo  your  sentiments,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  I 
hope  that  we  can  work  further.  If  two  astronauts  can  go  into  space 
and  fix  the  Hubble  telescope,  surely  we  can  fix  USDA  if  it  needs 
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fixing.  If  it  ain't  broke,  don't  try  it.  And  we  are  going  to  see  that 
it  works.  Staff  working  together  and  all  of  that,  it  will  fall  in  place. 

So,  thank  you.  I  thank  your  collaborators.  We  thank  Secretary 
Espy.  I  will  be  joining  him  in  Greneva  at  the  end  of  the  week  to  put 
the  final  touches  on  GATT,  hopefully,  and  on  the  agricultural 
agreement.  At  this  stage,  I  don't  know  that  everyone  is  happy  with 
it.  I  don't  know  if  all  of  our  commodities  or  all  of  our  ag  sectors 
will  be  fully  satisfied  with  it,  but  agreements,  like  legislation,  are 
the  art  of  the  possible.  And,  hopefully,  we  will  come  up  with  what 
is  best  for  the  world,  for  trade,  and  for  us. 

And  with  that,  we  wish  you,  and  all  of  you,  and  all  of  the  USDA, 
and  all  of  our  friends,  happy  holidays.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Merry  Christmas  and  good  luck  with  OMB.  Go 
get  'em. 

Mr.  ROMINGER.  Thank  you.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you 
on  the  field  hearings  and  we  look  forward  to  the  markup  in  Feb- 
ruary and  we  want  to  move  with  the  streamlining.  We  need  to  get 
this  legislation  passed  and  achieve  some  of  these  savings  that  we 
have  been  talking  about.  So  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

Mr.  Stenholm.  Thank  you  very  much.  This  hearing  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  2:30  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned,  to 
reconvene,  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 

[Material  submitted  for  inclusion  in  the  record  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  DEPUTY  SECRETARY  RICHARD  ROMINGER 

BEFORE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  DEPARTMENT  OPERATIONS  AND  NUTRITION 

December  8, 1993 


Introduction 

Mr.  Chairman,   I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  this  Subcommittee  to  testify  on 
Secretary  Espy  s  proposed  reorganization  of  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  (USDA). 

I  would  like  to  broadly  summarize  the  Secretary's  current  reorganization  proposals, 
elaborating  upon  three  areas  in  particular  -  the  Farm  Service  Agency  (FSA), 
conservation  programs,  and  rural  development  programs  --  and  then  follow-up  on 
some  items  that  were  raised  during  the  Secretary's  testimony  before  the  full 
Committee  on  September  29,  1993. 
Six  Basic  Missions 

As  Secretary  Espy  testified  before  the  full  Committee,  the  proposal  he  submitted  to 
Congress  would  reorganize  the  Department  around  six  basic  missions: 

■  service  to  farmers  and  ranchers; 

•   community  and  economic  development  in  rural  areas; 

■  food,  nutrition,  and  consumer  services; 

■  conservation  programs; 

■  food  quality  and  safety;  and 

■  research,  education  and  economics. 
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Reorganization  and  Streamlining  Plan 

Secretary  Espy's  reorganization  and  streamlining  plan  is  a  bo\6  proposal  to 
reinvent  and  reengineer  the  Department  so  as  to  improve  customer  service  and  save 
the  taxpayers'  money.    It  is  clearly  the  most  far-reaching  reorganization  proposal  ever 
undertal<en  by  the  Department,  and  may  well  be  the  most  extensive  reorganization 
effort  undertaken  in  the  Federal  Government. 

One  key  principle  of  the  plan  is  that  the  reorganization  will  result  in  the  ability  of 
USDA  to  more  effectively  and  efficiently  carry  out  its  mandated  missions.   Therefore, 
the  plan  maps  out  the  reengineering  of  agencies  along  mission  lines.   As  we  are  in 
1993,  not  1933.  the  areas  of  responsibility  of  the  Under  and  Assistant  Secretaries  will 
be  modified  to  reflect  new  realities. 

The  first  action  will  take  place  at  the  headquarters  level,  where  the  43  agencies 
and  staff  offices  will  be  reduced  to  about  30.   Headquarters  staff  will  be  reduced  at 
least  proportionate  to  the  staffing  reduction  in  the  field.   Over  the  next  five  years,  by 
1998.  net  USDA  employment  will  be  reduced  by  at  least  7,500  federal  staff  years  or 
6.7  percent  and  by  at  least  1,000  staff  years  of  non-Federal  employment  in  USDA 
county  offices.   These  personnel  reductions  will  translate  into  more  than  $1.25  billion 
in  savings  during  the  FY  1994  through  FY  1998  period.   Some  specifics  about  the 
personnel  projections  include: 

-  USDA  headquarters  and  field  staffing  will  be  reduced  by  at  least  1 ,250  and 
6,200  staff  years  or  8.0  and  6.5  percent,  respectively 

-  Administrative  staffing  will  be  reduced  by  about  1 ,200  staff  years  or  nearly  10 
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percent 

--    Management  structure  will  be  simplified  and  upper  level  staffing  (Senior 
Executive  Service,  GS-15,  and  GS-14  personnel)  will  be  reduced  by  650  staff 
years  or  10.8  percent 

In  addition  to  the  anticipated  $1.25  billion  savings  achieved  through  personnel 
reductions,  we  project  the  Department  will  save  at  least  an  additional  $1.19  billion 
through  1998  by  reducing  administrative  costs  such  as  travel  and  printing. 
Service  to  Farmers  and  Ranchers 

The  Department's  well-known  mission  to  serve  farmers  and  ranchers  will  be 
carried  out  by  two  agencies  under  the  leadership  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Farm  and 
International  Trade  Services. 

The  International  Agricultural  Trade  Service  will  better  help  our  farmers  and 
ranchers  secure  the  growing  markets  in  the  global  economy  by  combining  the  Foreign 
Agricultural  Service  and  the  Office  of  International  Cooperation  and  Development. 

The  FSA  will  combine  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation  (FCIC),  the  farm 
credit  programs  of  Farmers  Home  Administration  (FmHA),  and  Agricultural 
Stabilization  and  Conservation  Service  (ASCS),  except  for  conservation  cost-share 
programs  transferred  to  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS). 
Administrative  appeals  functions  at  the  national  level  will  also  be  shifted  from  the 
agencies  that  will  be  incorporated  into  the  FSA  to  an  independent  National  Appeals 
Division,  which  I  will  discuss  later  in  my  testimony. 

The  FSA  headquarters  will  be  organized  under  an  administrator  with  deputy 
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administrators  for  program/policy  development,  monitoring,  and  evaluation 
responsibilities  in  each  of  the  four  major  program  areas: 

Farm  Programs:   commodity  price  support  and  production  adjustment 

programs 

Farm  Credit  Programs:  farm  ownership  and  operating  and  other  loan 

programs 

Risk  Manacement  Programs:  crop  insurance  and  emergency  and  disaster 

assistance 

Commodity  Operations:   commodity  purchase  and  disposition,  storage,  and 

warehouse  licensing 
By  consolidating  the  State,  area,  and  county  field  structure  of  ASCS,  FCIC.  and 
the  farm  assistance  portions  of  FmHA,  the  FSA  will  be  the  sole  agency  that  delivers 
these  farm  services.    FSA  programs  will  be  delivered  through  a  single  delivery  service 
function  using  State  and  county  offices.   The  field  structure  will  include  offices  in  every 
State  and  about  2,500  field  service  centers  in  counties,  in  addition  to  the  existing 
regional  service  offices  and  compliance  offices  associated  with  the  Risk  Management 
Programs.    Programs  will  be  administered  in  each  State  under  the  direction  of  a  State 
FSA  office,  which  will  coordinate  the  activities  of  county  FSA  committees  and  offices. 
A  state-level  FSA  Committee  will  also  play  an  important  role,  and  new  FSA  county  or 
area  committees  will  be  formed  to  replace  the  current  ASCS  and  FmHA  committees 
and  will  assume  their  functions  for  credit,  price  and  income  support  programs 
administered  by  FSA.   One  committee  will  be  formed  for  each  FSA  field  service  cente'^ 
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to  represent  and  assume  responsibilities  for  the  area  served  by  the  FSA  office.  These 
committees  will  be  comprised  of  five  members,  three  elected  by  farmers  in  the  area 
and  two  appointed  by  the  Secretary. 

The  creation  of  the  FSA  will  resuK  in  a  reduction  of  the  paperwork  burden  and  an 
improvement  of  services  to  constituents. 
Community  and  Economic  Development  in  Rural  Areas 

Our  core  mission  of  promoting  economic  and  community  development  in  rural 
communities  will  be  carried  out  by  three  agencies  --  the  Rural  Utilities  Service  (RUS) 
Rural  Housing  and  Community  Development  Service  (RHCDS),  and  Rural  Business 
and  Cooperative  Development  Service  (RBCDS)  --  under  the  leadership  of  the  Under 
Secretary  for  Rural  Economic  and  Community  Development. 

Each  agency  has  a  clear  mission.   The  mission  of  the  RUS  will  be  to  serve  a 
leading  role  in  improving  the  quality  of  life  in  rural  America  by  administering  its 
electrification,  telecommunications,  and  water  and  waste  programs  in  a  service- 
oriented,  forward  looking  and  financially  responsible  manner.   The  mission  of  the 
RHCDS  will  be  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in  rural  America  by  providing  credits 
and/or  grants  for  community  facilities,  home  ownership  opportunities,  and  multi-family 
housing  facilities.   Technical  assistance  and  outreach  activities  will  be  crucial  to 
achieving  our  goals.   The  mission  of  the  RBCDS  will  be  to  assist  cooperative  and 
other  business  development  through  partnership  with  rural  communities. 

Within  each  State,  a  single  State  Director  will  have  line  authority  over  all  three 
agencies,  and  will  be  responsible  for  the  activities  of  each  agency  in  their  State.   Most 
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field  offices  will  be  in  the  USDA  Field  Office  Service  Centers,  which  are  discussed 
later  in  my  testimony.   Separate  offices  will  be  maintained  where  dictated  by  the 
workload  for  meeting  rural  community  and  economic  development  needs. 
Food.  Nutrition,  and  Consumer  Services 

Our  all  too  often  unrecognized  mission  to  assist  those  in  our  country  who  need 
food  and  to  educate  the  general  population  about  proper  nutrition  will  be  carried  out  by 
the  Food  and  Consumer  Service  and  the  Nutrition  Research  and  Education  Service 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Under  Secretary  for  Food,  Nutrition,  and  Consumer 
Services.   To  reflect  the  importance  of  USDA's  food  and  nutrition  programs  and 
related  Federal  outlays,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer  Services  will 
be  elevated  to  the  Under  Secretary  level. 

We  will  establish  a  Nutrition  Education  and  Research  Coordinating  Council,  whose 
purpose  will  be  to  assure  coordination  of  programs  and  budgets  for  nutrition  education 
and  research  activities  of  USDA,  and,  to  the  extent  feasible,  with  other  government 
entities.   The  Council  will  include  representatives  from  all  USDA  agencies  with  nutntion 
education  and  research  responsibilities. 
Conservation  Programs 

Our  ever-growing  mission  in  the  areas  of  conservation  and  environment  will  be 
carried  out  by  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  (NRCS)  and  the  Forest 
Service  under  the  leadership  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and 
Environment.   In  addition  to  line  responsibilities  for  these  two  agencies,  the  Assistant 
Secretary  will  be  responsible  for  coordinating  the  Department's  environmental  policies 
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in  such  areas  as  pesticides  and  global  climate  change. 

The  NRCS  will  be  created  by  combining  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  and 
the  conservation  cost-share  programs  of  the  current  ASCS.  While  the  heads  of  the 
FSA  and  the  NRCS  will  report  to  a  different  subcabinet  official,  county-level  field 
offices  of  both  agencies  will  be  collocated.   At  the  county  level,  the  NRCS,  along  with 
the  FSA,  will  operate  out  of  approximately  2,500  USDA  field  service  centers  supported 
by  the  Info  Share  Program,  which  will  integrate  common  automated  data  bases,  farm 
record  systems,  and  agency  accounting  systems. 

With  the  exception  of  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program  (CRP)  contracts,  all 
responsibility  for  current  ASCS  conservation  cost-share  programs  will  be  transferred  to 
the  NRCS.   At  this  time,  as  there  are  no  specific  plans  for  new  CRP  sign-ups, 
responsibility  for  the  administration  of  existing  contracts  will  be  with  the  FSA.     No 
major  changes  in  organizational  structure,  program  delivery  mechanisms,  or 
relationships  with  cooperators  or  program  clientele  are  planned  as  a  result  of 
establishing  the  NRCS. 

All  current  funding  accounts  related  to  ASCS  conservation  cost-share  programs 
(except  CRP)  will  be  transferred  to  the  NRCS,  including  personnel  at  the  national  and 
State  office  level  and  salaries  and  expense  funding  for  administrative  support  for  these 
programs.   Non-Federal  ASCS  county  committee  employees  will  remain  in  the  FSA 
and  these  employees  will  retain  their  current  status.   FSA  will  be  reimbursed  by  the 
NRCS  for  the  conservation  program  functions  performed  by  these  employees. 

All  conservation  program  policy  development  and  implementation  and  program 
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management  and  oversight  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  NRCS.   Technical  and 
financial  assistance  would  come  through  the  NRCS.   Farmers  will  work  directly  with 
non-Federal  FSA  county  committee  employees  in  signing  up  for  USDA  conservation 
cost-share  programs.   The  current  ASCS  system  will  also  be  used  to  make  cost-share 
payments  to  program  participants. 

An  agricultural  conservation  committee  will  be  established  at  each  USDA  field 
service  center.   These  committees,  with  equal  representation  from  FSA  committees 
and  soil  and  water  conservation  districts,  will  have  authority  to  approve  NRCS 
recommendations  on  individual  cost-share  applications. 

The  Forest  Service  will  consolidate  appropriate  Headquarters  administrative  offices 
and  other  functions  with  the  NRCS  over  the  next  few  years.   Based  on  an  earlier 
review  of  the  agency's  field  structure,  the  Forest  Service  will  also  develop 
recommendations  for  consolidating  regional,  forest  supervisor,  and  ranger  district 
offices.   Moreover,  a  Forest  Service  Reinvention  Team,  established  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Natural  Resources  and  Environment,  will  explore,  develop,  and 
implement  processes,  approaches,  and  structures  to  reinforce  the  agency's  mission 
and  improve  service  to  customers  while  increasing  efficiency. 
Food  Quality  and  Safety 

Our  critical  mission  to  ensure  the  quality  and  safety  of  food  -  from  farm  to  table  - 
will  be  carried  out  by  four  agencies  -  Food  Safety  and  Inspection  Service  (FSIS): 
Animal  and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Sen/ice;  Agricultural  fy/larketing  Service;  and  the 
Grain  Inspection,  Packers  and  Stockyards  Administration  -  under  the  Assistant 
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Secretary  for  Marketing  and  Inspection  Services. 

As  you  know,  Secretary  Espy  has  personally  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  in 
developing  new  programs  to  improve  the  safety  of  our  Nation's  food  supply.   As  part 
of  a  major  initiative  to  improve  the  safety  of  the  meat  and  poultry  supply,  Secretary 
Espy  has  directed  the  USDA  agencies  to  develop  a  farm-to-table  approach  for 
reducing  pathogens  found  in  meat  and  poultry  products.   Actions  taken  by  the 
marketing  agencies  are  being  coordinated  with  other  agencies  within  the  Department 
to  ensure  that  regulatory,  research,  economic,  and  educational  resources  are 
efficiently  used  to  address  this  issue.   We  also  plan  to  reorganize  the  Headquarters 
and  regional  staff  of  the  FSIS  to  emphasize  the  public  health  mission  of  the  agency 
The  reorganization  will  facilitate  the  development  and  implementation  of  risk-based 
inspection  and  other  technologies  into  the  meat  and  poultry  inspection  system. 
Research.  Education  and  Economics 

Our  historic  mission  to  conduct  critical  research  and  economic  analyses  and  to 
educate  the  American  public  will  be  carried  out  by  three  agencies  -  Agricultural 
Research  and  Education  Service,  Economic  Research  Service,  and  National 
Aghcultural  Statistics  Service  -  under  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Research,  Education 
and  Economics.    Research,  education,  and  economics  programs  will  be  organized 
under  a  single  Assistant  Secretary  to  achieve  the  benefits  of  closer  interaction  among 
those  programs  and  administrative  and  managerial  efficiencies.    Based  on  our  earlier 
review  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Service  field  structure,  we  will  develop 
recommendations  for  appropriate  consolidations  of  research  laboratories  and  area 


829 


offices. 

Other  Issues 

During  the  Secretary's  testimony  before  the  full  Committee,  members  raised 
various  questions  regarding  the  Secretary's  proposed  reorganization  plan.   But  three 
areas  stand  out  as  requiring  further  comment.  They  are: 

1 .  The  relationship  of  soil  conservation  activities  to  those  of  the  FSA 

2.  Operation  of  the  National  Appeals  Division 

3.  Streamlining  county-based  agencies 
Soil  Conservation  Activities  and  FSA 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  indicated  that  the  Department  should  be  prepared  to  explain 
why  the  Department  does  not  propose  to  merge  the  SCS,  to  be  renamed  the  Natural 
Resources  Conservation  Service,  into  the  FSA. 

There  are  several  reasons  for  not  including  the  SCS  in  the  FSA.   First,  the  SCS 
mission  is  an  extremely  broad  and  complex  one  that  impacts  a  diverse  audience 
including  farmers,  ranchers,  and  State  and  local  governments.  Over  the  years,  the 
Congress  has  added  a  number  of  programs  and  broadened  the  authorities  of  the 
agency  to  provide  a  multi-faceted  approach  to  conservation  and  environmental 
improvement.   The  SCS  provides  a  unique  source  of  technical,  science-based 
expertise  and  can  call  on  a  cadre  of  experts  including  soil  scientists,  economists  and 
engineers,  as  well  as  specialists  in  agronomy,  biology,  forestry,  plant  materials,  and 
range  management.  This  insures  an  interdisciplinary  approach  to  solving  resource 
problems. 
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Environmental  issues  continue  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  agriculture  and 
maintaining  an  independent  conservation  agency  will  send  an  important  message  that 
this  Department  is  committed  to  protecting  our  Nation's  natural  resources.   The  SCS 
has  been  assigned  new  responsibilities  in  implementing  the  Administration's  wetland 
policies.   The  agency's  ability  to  provide  assurances  of  objectivity  and  impartiality  was 
a  key  factor  in  the  SCS  being  given  these  responsibilities. 

While  implementing  the  1985  Food  Security  Act  has  certainly  dominated  USDA 
conservation  policy  for  the  past  several  years,  an  internal  analysis  of  SCS  customers 
has  shown  that  about  60  percent  of  the  technical  assistance  SCS  delivers  is  not 
directly  related  to  this  activity.   For  example,  about  30  percent  of  SCS  technical 
assistance  is  devoted  to  working  with  state  and  local  government  agencies  and  rural 
communities.   Further,  the  SCS  has  several  program  authorities  that  do  not  coincide 
with  farm  commodity  programs  or  constituencies  and  would  therefore  not  fit  well  in  the 
FSA.  These  include  watershed  planning  and  operation,  river  basin  surveys,  soil  and 
snow  surveys,  plant  material  centers  and  resource  inventories.   With  the  SCS  being 
widely  recognized  for  its  technical  capabilities  on  natural  resource  management 
issues,  we  expect  the  NRCS  will  be  called  upon  in  the  future  for  more  assistance  on 
matters  that  have  significant  non-agricultural  dimensions. 

Our  proposed  consolidation  of  all  conservation  programs  within  the  NRCS  will  also 
generate  a  number  of  important  dividends.  Not  only  will  it  improve  efficiency  and 
provide  one-stop  delivery  of  conservation  services  to  the  public,  but  farmers  will  also 
benefit  from  reduced  regulations,  simpler  rules,  single  application  forms,  and  a  totally 
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integrated  approach  to  their  conservation  problems.   For  example,  15  separate 
manuals  have  been  identified  that  could  be  eliminated  or  combined  into  one 
document.   We  could  also  cut  the  number  of  steps  a  farmer  has  to  go  through  to  get 
cost-share  assistance  under  the  Agricultural  Conservation  Program  from  14  to  7. 

Moreover,  the  consolidation  of  conservation  programs  in  a  single  agency  gives  that 
agency  the  full  range  of  policy  and  program  tools  needed  to  carry  out  the 
Department's  broad  mandate  to  work  with  farmers  to  keep  agricultural  related  soil  and 
water  resource  problems  to  a  minimum. 

The  Secretary  and  I  believe  the  Department  needs  to  maintain  an  independent 
agency  with  a  strong  environmental  mission  that  clearly  communicates  the  priority  and 
importance  placed  by  this  Department  and  the  Administration  on  these  issues.   While 
the  NRCS  would  not  be  a  part  of  the  FSA,  the  two  agencies  will  be  collocated.   We 
will  institutionalize  a  very  close  and  cooperative  relationship  between  the  two  agencies 
at  headquarters  and  in  the  field  to  make  "one-stop  shopping"  a  reality. 
National  Appeals  Division 

Second,  based  on  concerns  of  Members  of  Congress  and  constituents,  we 
modified  our  proposal  to  create  a  National  Appeals  Division  that  would  reside  within 
Executive  Operations,  which  will  report  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary.  The 
Departments  legislation,  H.R.  3171,  that  has  been  introduced  by  Chairman  de  la 
Garza,  and  co-sponsored  by  many  of  you,  establishes  an  autonomous  National 
Appeals  Division  that  would  handle  administrative  appeals  of  producers.  These 
appeals  would  include  those  from  decisions  of  FSA  (currently  ASCS,  FmHA,  and 
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FCIC)  and  the  NRCS  (currently  SCS).   At  present,  appeals  move  up  through  an 
agency,  but  never  leave  the  agency.   By  placing  the  National  Appeals  Division  in  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary,  the  final  determination  would  occur  at  the  Departmental  level 

At  the  State  and  local  levels,  all  administrative  appeals  will  be  handled  under 
procedures  akin  to  those  presently  utilized.   Thus,  appeals  from  decisions  of  the  FSA 
at  the  local  and  State  levels  would  be  handled  and  determined  by  county  and  State 
committees  or  within  other  currently  existing  appeals  structures.   Field-level  appeals 
from  decisions  under  programs  presently  conducted  by  the  FmHA  (including  farmer 
program  loans,  business  and  industry  loans,  community  facility  loans,  and  housing 
loans)  and  the  SCS  would  likewise  be  handled  at  the  field  level  as  it  is  presently  done 

At  the  Washington  level,  all  appeals  will  be  handled  under  procedures  that  will 
incorporate  the  provisions  and  the  rights  afforded  under  procedures  presently  in  place 
for  ASCS  and  FmHA  appeals.   A  corps  of  hearing  officers  will  handle  all  such  appeals 
Subsequent  to  a  hearing  officer  rendering  an  initial  decision,  a  program  participant  will 
then  have  the  opportunity  to  appeal  that  decision  directly  to  the  Director  of  the 
National  Appeals  Division.  The  Director  will  have  authority  to  make  a  final  decision  for 
the  Department  or  to  delegate  such  authority  to  a  Deputy  or  Associate  Deputy 
Director. 

USDA  programs  and  activities  that  will  be  appealable  under  the  National  Appeals 
Division  are  as  follows: 

a)     Loan,  loan  guarantee,  and  grant  programs  of  the  FSA,  the  RHCDS,  and  the 
RBCDS,  including  farmer  program  loans,  housing  program  loans,  community 
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and  business  program  loans,  and  all  grants  administered  by  the  above 
agencies. 

b)  Administrative  offsets  currently  within  the  FmHA. 

c)  Appeals  from  adverse  determinations  related  to  various  programs  currently 
administered  by  the  ASCS  and  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

d)  Warehouse  Act  license  suspension  proceedings  currently  handled  by  the 
ASCS. 

e)  Penalty  reviews  under  the  Agricultural  Foreign  Investment  Disclosure  Act  of 
1978,  currently  under  the  ASCS. 

f)  Eligibility  determination  for  participation  in  the  Conservation  Reserve  Program 
currently  handled  by  the  SCS. 

g)  Compliance  requirements  of  the  highly  erodible  land  and  the  wetland 
conservation  provisions  of  the  Food  Security  Act  of  1985  currently  handled  by 
the  SCS. 

h)    Appeals  from  the  Great  Plains  Conservation  Program  currently  handled  by  the 

SCS. 
i)      Appeals  from  the  Rural  Abandoned  Mine  Program  currently  handled  by  the 

SCS. 
j)      Direct  business  appeals  currently  under  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance 

Corporation  (FCIC). 
k)     Reinsured  company  appeals  currently  under  the  FCIC. 
Under  these  programs  and  activities,  approximately  13,700  appeals  were  filed,  and 
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approximately  10,800  were  decided,  during  the  last  year.   Approximately  160  staff 
years,  and  a  total  of  approximately  $10.3  million  were  devoted  to  the  performance  of 
these  functions  in  the  USDA  agencies  presently  handling  such  appeals.   We  do  not 
foresee  the  level  of  appeals  declining,  and  thus  the  same  levels  of  staff  years  and 
budgetary  resources  will  be  required  to  carry  out  the  handling  of  appeals  in  the 
National  Appeals  Division. 
Reorganization  of  County  Offices 

Third,  and  of  course  not  least,  the  reorganization  of  farm  service  county  offices. 
Under  our  proposal,  each  State  will  be  assigned  an  optimum  number  of  USDA  Field 
Office  Service  Centers.   USDA  customers  will  be  served  at  one  location  by  a  minimum 
of  two  new  agencies:  the  FSA  and  NRCS.    In  addition,  other  agencies  such  as  the 
new  RHCDS  will  be  collocated  whenever  possible  in  USDA  Field  Office  Service 
Centers.  ^^ 

Currently,  USDA  has  3,700  office  locations  across  the  Nation  serving  3,071 
counties.   This  structure,  however,  reflects  many  instances  where  USDA  agencies 
operate  single,  stand  alone  offices.   When  the  plan  is  implemented,  the  Department 
will  have  about  2,500  USDA  Field  Office  Service  Centers  nationwide  providing  one- 
stop  shopping  for  USDA  customers.  We  are  still  reviewing  plans  submitted  by  the 
State  Food  and  Agriculture  Councils  as  how  best  to  reorganize,  co-locate  and  merge 
the  offices  within  their  areas  of  jurisdiction.  We  will  rely  heavily  on  common  computer 
operations  and  data  bases  of  shared  information  and  the  sharing  of  resources  to 
achieve  these  savings.  As  Secretary  Espy  has  emphasized,  before  he  reorganizes 
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the  county  offices,  he  is  committed  to  working  with,  and  coming  to  see  if  necessary, 

each  and  every  member  of  the  full  Committee. 

Summary 

Our  proposal  reflects  the  Secretary's  commitment  to  modernizing  the  Department 
by  first  restructuring  headquarters  functions  then,  when  the  foundation  has  been  laid 
reforming  the  Department's  field  structure.   We  will  need  Congress  to  provide  us 
support  so  that  we  will  be  able  to  put  into  place  the  necessary  new  technology  and 
systems  and  to  make  the  Department  more  efficient,  cost-effective  and  service-driven. 

Our  proposal  to  restructure  USDA  is  designed  to  ensure  fair  treatment  for  USDA 
clients  and  employees.   Reorganization  will  be  implemented  in  an  orderly  and 
compassionate  way.   Change  will  not  be  achieved  in  a  day,  a  week,  a  month,  or  even 
a  year.   The  proposal  assumes  a  3-year  implementation  period.   We  intend  to  work 
with  each  and  every  one  of  you  throughout  the  entire  process. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement  and  I  now  would  be  pleased  to 
address  any  questions  the  Subcommittee  may  have  for  me. 


16 

o 


BOSTON  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3  9999  05018  364 


ISBN   0-1 6-0441 17-X 


9  780160"441172' 


90000 


